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COTENANCY. 


CHAPTEK   L 

INTEODUCTORY. 

General  Classification  of  Property,  $  1. 

Co-ownership  adapted  to  all  forms  of  Civilization;'  $  2, 

The  Subject  and  Scope  of  this  Work,  $  3. 

The  Plan,  9  4. 

English  Tenures,  $  5. 

American  Tenures,  $  6. 

Classification  of  Tenancies,  $  7. 

Mixed,  Irapex-fect,  and  Kedundant  Tenancies,  $  8. 

§  1.  General  Classification  of  Property. — Classified  with 
reference  to  tlie  number  of  its  owners,  property  is  said  to  be 
either  general  or  particular.  It  is  general  when  held  by  a 
body  of  men  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  men  or  bodies  of 
men;  and  particular  when  held  by  one  individual  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  all  other  individuals.  Those  who  suppose  that 
property  had  its  inception  in  a  common  recognition  of  rights 
based  upon  the  fact  of  occupancy,  assert  that  general  prop- 
ei"ty  originated  in  the  settlement  and  occupation  of  some 
large  area  of  land  by  a  nimiber  of  men  united  into  one  col- 
lective body.  By  such  common  act  of  occupancy,  the  whole 
tract  became  the  joint  property  of  its  occupants.  As  such, 
it  was  subject  to  the  common  dominion  of  every  individual 
of  the  whole  collective  body — a  dominion  which  could  not, 
as  to  any  single  parcel,  be  rightfully  exercised  by  any  mem- 
ber of  the  community  to  the  exclusion  of  any  other  member; 
but  which  could,  nevertheless,  as  to  every  part  of  the  whole 
tract,  be  rightfully  asserted  by  every  member  to  the  total  ex- 
clusion of  all  persons  not  belonging  to  the  community.^  The 
body  thus  appropriating  to  itself  some  previously  iminhab- 
ited  territory  was  no  doubt  more  numerous  than  the  cotouants 
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of  single  estates  ordinarily  are  at  the  present  day.  But  tlie 
general  property  created  by  this  appropriation  bears  a  strong 
resemblance  to  a  cotenancy,  in  the  relative  rights  which  it 
assured  to  the  several  occupants,  and  in  the  fact  that  each 
occupant  had  rights  in  every  part  of  the  whole  domain  equal 
to  every  other  occupant,  and  superior  to  all  persons  not  join- 
ing with  him  in  the  original  occupation. 

§  2.  Co-o-wnership  adapted  to  all  forms  of  Civiliza- 
tion.— "There  is  nothing  which  so  generally  strikes  the 
imagination  and  engages  the  affections  of  mankind  as  the 
right  of  property,  or  that  sole  and  despotic  dominion  which 
one  man  claims  and  exercises  over  the  external  things  of 
the  world  in  total  exclusion  of  any  other  individual  in  the 
universe."^  No  doubt,  this  love  of  "soZe  dominion"  has  in- 
creased as  the  number  of  occupants  of  the  earth  has  been 
augmented.  At  first,  the  inhabitants  were  few,  their  tastes 
simple,  and  their  desires  easily  gratified  out  of  the  abundant 
products  of  the  earth.  The  fruits  of  the  earth  could  be 
treated  as  the  general  property  of  all,  and  the  special  prop- 
erty of  none.  Lands  for  occupation  and  for  the  sustenance 
of  flocks  and  herds  were  more  than  sufficient  to  accommodate 
the  necessities  of  all,  and  no  one  had  any  occasion  to  segre- 
gate to  himself  a  tract  for  his  exclusive  use.  When  this 
state  of  things  no  longer  existed,  it  is  not  probable  that  a 
several  or  exclusive  ownership  at  once  succeeded  it.  A  dom- 
inion or  ownership  by  families,  or  by  other  relatives  or  asso- 
ciates, probably  preceded  the  existence  of  exclusive  appro- 
priations, and  answered  the  necessities  of  men  long  after  the 
idea  of  property  began  to  develop  itseK.  But  if  co-ownership 
originated  at  some  stage  of  the  world's  history,  after  a  commun- 
ity of  rights  ceased  to  be  practicable,  and  before  the  love  of 
sole  dominion  became  the  strong  passion  described  by  Black- 
stone,  it  was  nevertheless  not  destined  to  be  completely  super- 
seded by  ownership  in  severalty.  The  properties  and  advan- 
tages of  co-ownership  are  such  as  to  connect  it  inseparably 
with  the  highest  as  well  as  with  the  lowest  forms  of  civilization. 
It  commended  itself  to  the  lowest  forms,  as  we  have  seen, 

1  2  Bl.  Comm.  2. 
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because  it  was  suited  to  the  wants  of  a  people  who  considered 
property  as  belonging  to  families  or  clans,  rather  than  to  in- 
dividuals. To  the  highest  forms  it  is  equally  welcome,  be- 
cause it  admits,  to  a  considerable  extent,  of  that  aggregation 
of  capital  by  which  several  persons,  each  of  small  means,  are 
enabled  to  exercise  the  power  and  obtain  the  influence  of 
wealth.  Aside  from  the  perpetuation  of  co-ownership  on 
account  of  the  advantages  ofiered  by  it  to  a  union  of  capital, 
estates  in  severalty  are  constantly  turned  into  undivided 
estates  by  the  operation  of  laws  regulating  the  transmission 
of  property  by  descent. 

g  3.     The   Subject   and   Scope   of  this   Book. — By  the 

Common  as  by  the  Civil  Law,  whenever  the  same  thing  be- 
comes the  property  of  two  or  more,  there  are  formed  between 
them  divers  "engagements  by  the  bare  effect  of  their  interest 
in  the  thing  that  is  common  to  them."'  Aside  from  the  en- 
gagements thus  formed  between  the  common  owners,  other 
engagements  are  formed  between  them  and  third  persons  by 
which  the  respective  rights  and  obligations  of  the  common 
owners  and  such  third  persons  are  defined  and  enforced. 
The  engagements  here  referred  to  are  such  as  flow  from  the 
mere  relation  of  co-ownership;  and  may  be  limited  or  ex- 
tended by  contracts  entered  into  between  the  co-owners. 
The  co-owners  may  obtain  rights  and  assume  obligations, 
both  between  themselves  and  as  to  third  persons,  by  an  in- 
finite variety  of  agreements  removing  their  property  partly 
or  wholly  from  the  law  of  cotenancy  and  subjecting  it  to  the 
law  applicable  to  some  new  and  different  business  relation. 
The  most  familiar  instance  of  this  is  in  the  formation  of  a 
copartnership.  In  thi'J  instance,  the  property  of  the  firm, 
though  jointly  owned,  is  not  subject  to  the  law  of  joint  own- 
ership, but  to  that  of  copartnership.  And  where  several  co- 
owners  form  themselves  into  a  corporate  body  and  turn  their 
joint  property  into  corporate  assets,  this  j)roperty  henceforth, 
during  its  continuance  in  the  corporation,  is  held  in  severalty 
by  an  artificial  body,  and  is  no  longer  subject  to  the  law  of 
co-ownership.     Of  the  various  purposes  to  which  co-owners 

1  Domat'B  Civil  Law,  Part  I.,  Look  U.,  Tit.  5.  Sec.  1,  Art.  5. 
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may  devote  their  property,  and  the  various  engagements 
which  in  law  may  attach  to  it  in  consequence  of  such  devo- 
tion, it  is  not  our  intention  to  treat.  This  book  is  an  attempt 
to  state  the  law  of  co-ownership  existing  by  reason  of  such 
ownership,  independent  of  the  relation  of  copartnership  and 
of  all  other  relations  and  agreements  entered  into  by  the 
parties  for  the  purpose  of  creating  rights  or  imposing  obliga- 
tions not  otherwise  attached  to  their  cotenancy. 

§  4.  Plan  of  the  Work. — In  treating  of  the  law  of  co- 
ownership,  we  shall  consider,  1st,  the  several  kinds  of  co- 
tenancy, the  rules  of  law  peculiar  to  each,  and  the  tests  by 
which  each  may  be  distinguished  from  the  others;  2d,  that 
portion  of  the  law  upon  this  subject  having  a  general  appli- 
cability to  the  various  forms  of  co-ownership,  and  embracing 
the  following  subjects:  conveyances  and  leases  by  cotenants; 
ouster  of  one  cotenant  by  another;  the  relations,  rights,  and 
liabilities  of  cotenants  between  one  another;  the  legal  and 
equitable  remedies  by  which  those  rights  may  be  secured  and 
those  liabilities  enforced;  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  co- 
tenants  as  against  third  persons,  and  the  legal  and  equitable 
remedies  which  may  be  employed  by  and  against  cotenants ; 
3d,  the  means  by  which  a  cotenancy  may  be  changed  into 
one  or  more  estates  in  severalty,  including  all  the  various 
forms  of  severance  and  partition. 

§  5.  English  Tenures. — All  land  in  England,  excepting 
Crown  land,  not  tenanted,  "was  supposed  to  be  holden  of 
some  superior  lord,  by  and  in  consideration  of  certain  ser- 
vices to  be  rendered  to  the  lord  or  possessor  of  this  property. 
The  thing  holden  is  therefore  styled  a  tenement,  the  possessors 
thereof  tenants,  and  the  manner  of  their  holding  a  tenure.''''^ 
The  tenure  by  which  the  lands  in  England  were  held  was  '*  a 
branch  of  the  feudal  system,  established  by  the  Germans  in 
many  of  the  Eoman  provinces  on  the  decline  of  the  Empire. 
By  the  theory  of  that  system,  the  whole  of  a  territory  which 
the  Germans  conquered,  immediately  became,  in  a  qualified 
manner,  the  property  of  their  general,  who  was  intrusted  with 

i  2  Bl.  Comm.  59;  1  Greenl,  Cruise,  23. 
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tlie  important  prerogative  to  divide  the  land  as  he  pleased 
amongst  himself  and  followers.  In  effect,  the  parting  of  the 
land  reached  two  objects:  it  rewarded  the  soldiers  for  their 
past,  and  beforehand  gave  them  the  wages  of  their  futiu-e 
service;  yet,  in  theoretical  strictness,  the  latter  alone  was  the 
object  of  a  feudal  gift.  The  chief  gave,  and  the  soldier  took, 
the  land  for  future  service.  A  gift  of  this  kind  created  a 
tenancy.  The  soldier  took  the  land  to  hold  to  his  chief  as 
landlord,  and  thus  became  his  tenant.  To  strengthen  the 
bond  between  them,  and  establish  the  relative  duties  of  lord 
and  tenant,  the  tenant  afterwards  bound  himself  by  an  oath 
to  do  the  prescribed  services  of  the  feud,  and  to  be  true  to 
his  lord  for  the  land  he  held  of  him.  In  the  same  way,  the 
tenants  became  the  lords  of  others,  by  again  parting  theii- 
lands  to  be  held  of  themselves  by  feudal  services;  and  thus 
a  chain  of  subordinate  and  connected  landed  interests  was 
made  to  depend  from  the  head  of  the  community,  and  to  ex- 
tend to  a  great  proportion  of  the  subjects."' 

§  6.  American  Tenures. — In  England,  the  original  ac- 
quisition of  title  to  lands  was  by  conquest;  in  America,  it  was 
by  discovery.  All  the  European  nations  that  ever  obtained  a 
footing  upon  American  soil  recognized  the  right  of  discovery, 
as  entitling  the  sovereignty  by  whose  subjects  the  discovery- 
was  made  to  an  absolute  dominion  and  ownership  over  the 
lands  discovered.  By  virtue  of  this  right,  the  Crown  of 
England  was  invested  with  the  title  to  most  of  the  lands 
within  the  present  boundaries  of  the  United  States.'"*  "It  is 
now  a  settled  and  fundamental  doctrine,  tliat  all  valid  in- 
dividual title  to  land  within  the  United  States  is  derived  from 
the  grant  of  our  own  local  governments,  or  from  that  of  the 
United  States,  or  from  the  Crown,  or  the  royal  chartered  pro- 
vincial governments.  This  great  feudal  principle,  that  all 
lands  are  held  of  the  sovereign,  being  thus  acknowledged, 
the  remark  of  Lord  Coke  seems  in  strictness  to  apply  as 
justly  to  the  United  States  as  to  England,  wo  having  no  lands 
which  are  properly  allodial,  that  is,  which  are  not  holden."' 

*■  Ram.  on  Tenure  and  Tenancy,  1,  2. 
^  Johnson  v.  Mclntosli,  8  Wheat.,  .543. 

•*  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  notetop.  19;  3  Kent's  C'omm.  378;  Jackson  «.  Inf^aham,  4  Johns. 
163;  DeArmaH  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Grleana,  5  La.  R.  132;  Jackson  v.  Watern,  12  Johns.  365. 
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But  in  some  of  the  United  States,  statutes  have  been  enacted 
declaring  all  their  lands  allodial.  By  these  declarations,  it  is 
probable,  nothing  was  meant  to  be  affirmed  except  that  the 
lands  were  to  be  ''free  from  all  feudal  burdens  and  exactions, 
except  those  due  to  the  State,  and  not  as  intended  to  change 
any  of  the  established  rules  of  acquiring  and  transmitting 
real  property."^  But  in  none  of  the  States  is  there  anything 
beyond  a  mere  theoretical  holding  from  a  superior  sove- 
reignty. Practically,  all  lands  are  held  by  allodial  title. 
Eeal  estate,  as  much  as  personal  property,  is  the  subject  of 
absolute  ownership.  It  is  not  therefore  a  very  accurate  use 
of  language  to  characterize  the  several  persons  who  together 
own  a  thing  as  "tenants,"  nor  their  estate  as  a  "tenancy." 
But  the  language  of  the  common  law  has  been  so  uniformly 
adopted  in  this  country,  both  by  judges  and  text-book  writers, 
that  we  shall  follow  their  example,  and  hereafter  designate 
the  several  kinds  of  co-ownership  by  the  same  terms  by  which 
they  are  known  in  the  common  law;  and  shall  use  the  term 
cotenancy  to  indicate  the  ownership  of  property  by  two  or 
more  in  undivided  interests. 

g  7.  Classification  of  Tenancies.^ — ^The  most  approved 
writers  upon  the  common  law  assert  that,  with  respect  to  the 
number  and  connection  of  their  owners,  lands  and  tenements 
may  be  held  in  four  different  ways,  namely,  in  severalty,  in 
joint  tenancy,  in  coparcenary,  and  in  common.^  This  classi- 
fication ignores  a  tenancy  which  is  treated  at  length  in  all 
the  commentaries  on  the  common  law,  and  which  still  exists 
in  England  and  in  nearly  all  the  United  States,  namely, 
tenancy  by  entireties.  In  the  progi-ess  of  this  work,  we  shall 
have  occasion  to  treat  of  still  another  species  of  co-ownership, 
one  adopted  in  Lower  Canada  and  in  a  few  of  the  States  of 
the  American  Union,  namely,  the  Communio  Botiorum,  or 
community  of  property  between  husband  and  wife. 

§  8.     Mixed,  Imperfect,  and  Redundant  Tenancies. — ^It 
must  not  be  inferred  from  what  has  been  said,  tliat  every 


'  Note  to  p.  19  vol.  1  Greenl.  Cruise. 

*  2  Bl.  Comm.,  179;  2  Greenl.  Cruise,  351. 
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tract  of  land  not  held  in  severalty  must  therefore  be  subject 
to  but  one  of  the  several  cotenancies  already  named.  It 
may  be  held  by  a  mixed  cotenancy,  in  which  may  be  united 
all  the  common  law  cotenancies.  Thus,  if  an  estate  be 
granted  to  A,  B,  and  C  and  wife,  it  vests  in  them  as  joint- 
tenants — A  having  one  moiety,  B  another,  and  C  and  wife 
the  other.  But  as  between  C  and  his  wife,  their  moiety  is  by 
them  held  as  tenants  by  entireties.  If,  however,  A  should 
convey  his  moiety  to  D,  then  the  estate  would  be  held  as  fol- 
lows :  by  D  as  a  tenant  in  common,  by  B  as  a  joint-tenant,  and 
by  C  and  wife  as  tenants  by  entireties.  So  lands  conveyed 
to  a  husband  and  wife  may  be  the  separate  property  of  the 
husband  so  far  as  his  separate  estate  contributed  to  their 
purchase,  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  to  the  extent  of 
the  funds  furnished  by  her,  and  the  common  property  of 
both  so  far  as  they  were  jDaid  for  out  of  the  community  assets. 
A  cotenancy  may  also  be  either  impe)'fect  or  redundant :  im- 
perfect when  it  exists  without  some  of  the  incidents  usually 
connected  with  like  tenancies,  as  in  case  of  a  joint-tenancy 
without  the  right  of  survivorship;^  redundant  when  it  pos- 
sesses some  attribute  not  ordinarily  possessed  by  like  tenan- 
cies, as  in  case  of  a  tenancy  in  common  to  which  the  right  of 
survivorship  is  attached.'^ 

»  Doe  V.  Abey,  1  Maule  &  S.,  •428. 

-  Shanks  v.  Chambless,  Walker,  Miss.,  249. 
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2  9.  Definitions  by  Littleton  and  Blackstone. — The  dis- 
tinguishing characteristics  of  an  estate  in  joint-tenancy  are, 
no  doubt,  well  understood;  but,  if  we  may  judge  from 
frequent  attempts  resulting  in  failui-es  of  like  frequency, 
gi*eat  difficulty  has  been  experienced  in  embodying  those 
characteristics  in  any  single  definition.  Both  Littleton  and 
Blackstone  content  themselves  by  giving  an  instance  or  il- 
lustration of  this  estate.  Neither  attempts  any  precise  or 
formal  definition.  The  formei-  says:  "Joyntenants  are,  as 
if  a  man  be  seized  of  certaine  lands  or  tenements,  &c.,  and 
enfeoffeth  two,  three,  or  four,  or  more,  to  have  and  to 
hold  to  them  for  terme  of  there  lives,  or  for  terme  of  an- 
other's life,  by  force  of  which  feoffment  or  lease  they  are 
seized,  these  are  joyntenants."'  According  to  Blackstone, 
"An  estate  in  joint  tenancy  is  where  lands  or  tenements 
are  granted  to  two  or  more  persons  to  hold  in  fee-simple, 
fee-tail,  for  life,  for  years,  or  at  will."-  Each  of  these  illus- 
trations shows  rather  how  a  joint-tenancy  may  bo  created, 
than  what  its  peculiar  incidents  are  after  its  creation.  The 
words  of  Littleton  may  lie  misprinted.  *  If  not,  his  definition 
is  more  objectionable  than  Blackstone's,  because  it  involves 
the  idea  that  joint-tenancies  cannot  be  of  estates  in  fee,  but 
are  confined  to  estates  for  life.  Both  illustrations  are  alike 
faulty  in  implying  that  a  joint-tenancy  must  necessarily  be 
created  by  a  feoffment  or  grant,  and  that  it  does  not  include 
personal  property.  They  are  also  liable  to  the  further  ob- 
jection of  assuming  that  a  grant  to  two  or  more  is  the  chief 
feature  of  joint-tenancy,  whereas  a  tenancy  by  entirety  was 
also  created  by  a  gi-ant  to  two  (they  being  husband  and  wiie) ; 
and  a  tenancy  in  common  arose  from  a  gi'ant  to  two  or  more, 
Avhen  the  grjintor  inserted  words  indicating  an  intent  to  create 
a  several  instead  of  a  joint  estate.  Mr.  Cruise,  in  treating 
of  joint -tenancy,  avoids  this  last  objection  when  he  states 
that  "where  lands  are  graiiied  to  two  or  more  persons,  to 
hold  to  them  and  their  heirs,  or  for  term  of  their  lives,  or 
for  term  of  another's  life,  loithoul  cinij  reslndivc,  exclusive,  or 
explanatonj  ivords,  all  the  persons  named  in  such  instrument 

'  Litt.  sec.  277.  -  ii  Bl.  Comm.  180. 

^St-enoteCo.  Litt.  130  ^i. 
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to  whom  the  lunds  are  so  given,  take  a  joint  estate,  and  are 
called  joint-tenants."* 

§  10.  Definitions  by  Kent  and  Preston. — ' '  Joint-tenants, " 
according  to  the  definition  of  Chancellor  Kent,  "  are  persons 
who  own  lands  by  a  joint  title,  created  expressly  by  one  and 
the  same  deed  or  will.  They  hold  uniformly  by  purchase."^ 
This  definition  has  the  vice  of  implying  that  joint-tenancy 
does  not  apply  to  chattels,  and  that  it  could  not  exist  in  title 
by  prescription.  A  better  definition  than  either  of  those 
heretofore  alluded  to  is  that  of  Mr.  Preston,  vi^:.,  "Joint- 
tenancy  is  when  several  persons  have  any  subject  of  property 
jointly  between  them,  in  equal  shares,  by  purchase."^  This 
definition,  as  well  as  that  of  Chancellor  Kent,  is  too  broad, 
in  this,  that  it  embraces  tenancy  by  entireties,  as  well  as 
joint -tenancy.*  It  is  doubtful,  too,  whether  joint-tenants 
necessarily  hold  in  equal  shares.  Thus,  if  A,  B  and  C  be 
joint-tenants,  and  C  alienate  one-half  of  his  moiety  to  D, 
A,  B  and  C  remain  joint-tenants,  though  the  interest  of  C  is 
no  longer  equal  to  that  of  A  or  B.  Perhaps,  however,  after 
such  alienation,  the  estate  would  be  held  as  follows :  one-half 
by  A,  B  and  C  as  joint-tenants;  one-third  by  A  and  B  as  joint- 
tenants;  and  one-sixth  by  D  as  a  tenant  in  common.  Viewed 
in  this  light,  the  alienation  would  create  two  joint-tenancies, 
in  one  of  which  the  interests  of  the  cotenants  A  and  B  would 
be  equal,  and  in  the  other  the  interests  of  the  cotenants  A, 
B  and  0  would  also  be  equal;  and  thus  the  correctness  of  this 
feature  of  Mr.  Preston's  definition  would  be  established.  If 
this  definition  were  modified  so  as  to  exclude  tenancies  by 
entireties,  and  by  inserting  two  or  more  in  the  place  of 
"several,"  we  should  feel  inclined  to  accept  it  as  correct. 
It  would  then  stand  as  follows:  "Joint-tenancy  is  when  two 
or  more  persons,  not  being  husband  and  wife  at  the  date  of 
its  acquisition,  have  any  subject  of  property  jointly  between 
them  in  equal  shares  by  purchase." 


'  2  Greenl.  Cruise,  364. 
'^  4  Kent's  Comm.  357. 
^  1  Preston  on  Estates,  136. 

■*  For  discussion  of  difference  between  joint  tenancy  and  tenancy  by  entireties,  se& 
6§  64  and  71. 
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§  11.     Properties  of  a  Joint-Tenancy.— "The  properties 
of  a  joint  estate  are  derived  from  its  vmity,  which  is  fourfold: 
the  unity  of  interest,  the  unity  of  title,  the  unity  of  time,  and 
the  unity  of  possession;  or,  in  other  words,  joint-tenants  have 
one  and  the  same  interest,  acciniing  by  one  and  the  same  con- 
veyance, commencing  at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  held  by 
one  and  the  same  undivided  possession."'     All  these  prop- 
erties usually  belong  to  a  joint-tenancy,  but  it  must  not  be 
inferred  that  all  are  indispensable.     Joint-tenants  may  have 
different  estates.     Thus,  two  persons  may  have  an  estate  in 
joint-tenancy  for  their  lives,  and  yet  have  several  inheritances; 
and  a  fee  may  be  limited  by  the  same  conveyance  to  two  per- 
sons and  to  the  heirs  of  one  of  them.^     Lord  Coke  says:  "If 
a  rent-charge  be  gi'anted  to  A  and  B,  to  have  and  to  hold  to 
them  two,  viz.,  to  A  untill  he  be  married,  and  to  B  untill  he 
be  advanced  to  a  benefice,  they  be  joyntenants  in  the  mean- 
time, notwithstanding  the  severall  limitations."^      So  there 
are  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  joint-tenants  must  acquire 
their  estates  at  one  and  the  same  time.     This  rule  "does  not 
apply  to  the  learning  of  uses  and  executory  devises."     Thus, 
a  man  may  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  the  use  of  himself  and 
such  wife  as  he  shall  afterwards  marry,  for  their  joint  lives. 
In  case  of  his  subsequent  marriage,  he  and  his  wife,  though 
they  come  to  their  estates  at  different  times,  will  hold  as 
joint-tenants.     So  a  devise  or  limitation  to  the  use  of  the 
children  of  A,  will  give  each  child  an  estate  as  soon  as  born, 
and  yet  all  will  hold  as  joint-tenants."     And,  according  to  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Thurlow,  whether  a  settlement  be  considered 
as  a  conveyance  of  a  legal  estate,  or  as  a  deed  to  uses,  the 
vesting  at  different  times  would  not  necessarily  prevent  the 
estate  from  being  held  in  joint-tenancy."    This  opinion  must 

'  2  Bl.  Comm.  180;  4  Dane's  Ab.  758. 

■■*  For  instances  of  joint-tenants  having  different  estates,  see  4  Kent  Comm.  357; 
note  to  2  Bl.  Comm.  181;  Co.  Litt.  184  a;  Crary  v.  Willis,  2  P.  Wms.  530;  Cook  v. 
Cook,  2  Vom.  545. 

^  Co.  Litt.  180  h. 

*  On  this  subject  generally,  consult  4  Kent  Comm.  358;  Schouler  on  Personal  Prop- 
erty, 192.  ^      ,     , 

'•>  Stratton  v.  Besi,  2  Bro.  240.  A  testator  devised  a  tract  of  land  to  his  brother  a 
two  eldest  sons,  "in  case  of  their  coming  to  Canada  and  claiming  the  same."  The 
Court  held  that  each  devisee  had  liis  entir.-  lifetime  in  which  to  com.'  and  claim  his 
estate;  that  if  thev  came  separately,  their  estates  must  vest  in  them  at  ditTerciit  dates, 
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not  be  received  as  undoubted  law.^  But  there  seems  to  be 
no  exception  to  the  rule  that  the  title  of  joint-tenants  must 
arise  from  one  act,  deed,  or  devise. 

^  12.  Survivorship.  —  But  the  grand  incident  of  joint 
estates  is  the  doctrine  of  survivorship,  "  by  which,  when  two 
or  more  persons  are  seized  of  a  joint  estate,  for  their  own 
lives,  or  pur  aider  vie,  or  are  jointly  possessed  of  any  chattel 
interest,  the  entii'e  tenancy  upon  the  decease  of  any  of  them 
remains  to  the  survivors,  and  at  length  to  the  last  survivor; 
and  he  shall  be  entitled  to  the  Avhole  estate,  whatever  it  may 
be."-  This  right  of  survivorship  arises  when  one  of  the 
tenants  suffers  a  civil,  as  well  as  when  he  undergoes  a  physi- 
cal dearth.''  But  two  may  be  joint-tenants  Avithout  both  having 
equal  benefit  of  survivorship :  '  'As  if  a  man  letteth  lands  to 
A  and  B  during  the  life  of  A;  if  B  dyeth,  A  shall  have  all  by 
the  survivor,  but  if  A  dyeth,  B  shall  have  nothing."^  So 
there  may  be  tenancies  with  the  incident  of  survivorship ;  but, 
in  other  respects,  possessing  none  of  the  characteristics  of  a 
joint-tenancy.  Thus,  where  property  was  devised  by  a  testa- 
tor to  his  three  sisters  "for  and  during  their  joint  natural 
lives,  and  the  natural  life  of  the  survivor,  to  take  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants,"  these  words  were  con- 
strued so  as  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common,  with  the  incident 
of  survivorship.*  The  word  ' '  survivor"  and  the  words  ' '  to  the 
survivor"  have  often  been  used  in  devises,  in  connection,  how- 
ever, with  other  words  indicating  an  intention  that  the  de- 
visees should  not  take  a  joint  estate.  In  such  cases,  the 
Courts  have  uniformly  interpreted  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor to  be  that  the  estate  devised  should  vest  in  all  the  de- 


but that,  nevertheless,  "they  might  still  be  joint- tenants;  for  it  is  allowed  that  the 
estates  of  joint-tenants  may  have  a  different  commencement."  (Doe,  on  dem.  of 
McGillis  V.  McGUlivi-ay,  9  Q.  B.,  Upper  Canada,  9.)  Deed  to  O.  K.  and  her  children 
vests  title  in  her  children  -da  joint-tenants  as  they  are  horn.  (Powell  v.  Powell,  5 
Bush,  Ky.,  619.)  In  case  of  devises,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  vesting  of  the 
estate  in  the  several  devisees  at  different  times  does  not  prevent  them  from  holding 
as  joint-tenants.  (McGregor  v.  McGregor,  1  De  G.  P.  &  J.  63;  Kenworthy  v.  Ward, 
11  Hare,  196;  Hand  v.  North,  33  Law  J.  Eep.,  N.  B.,  Ch.  556. 

J  Woodgate  v.  Unwin,  4  Sim.  129;  McPherson  v.  Snowden,  19  Md.  230. 

-  2  Bl.  Comm.  184. 

3  Co.  Litt.  181  h. 

*  Doe  V.  Abev.  1  Maule  k  S.  428, 
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visees  survimng  lohen  the  devise  took  effect,  to  be  by  them  there- 
after held  as  tenants  in  common.^ 

g  13.  Survivorship  in  Equity.  —  Expressions  may  be 
found  in  the  reports  indicating  that  survivorship  is  abhorred 
in  equity.^  However  this  may  be,  it  is  quite  certain  that  few, 
if  any,  instances  can  be  discovered  where  this  abhorrence 
has  led  to  any  withholding  of  the  rights  of  the  sui-vivor. 
Equity  in  this  respect,  as  in  others,  follows  the  law.  If  there 
be  a  doubt  whether  an  estate  was,  at  its  creation,  a  joint- 
tenancy  or  a  tenancy  in  common ;  or  if,  conceding  the  estate 
to  have  been  a  joint  tenancy  at  its  creation,  there  be  a  doubt 
whether  there  has  not  been  a  subsequent  severance  of  the 
jointure — in  all  such  cases,  equity  will  resolve  the  doubt  in 
favor  of  tenancy  in  common.^  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
facts  shown  in  a  court  of  equity,  are  such  as  would  clearly 
induce  the  presumption  of  a  joint-tenancy,  if  shown  in  a 
court  of  law,  and  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  such 
tenancy  has  been  severed  by  the  parties  thereto,  then,  in 
equity  as  in  law,  the  right  of  survivorship,  as  well  as  all 
other  rights  arising  out  of  the  joint-tenancy,  will  be  recog- 
nized and  protected.^  It  is  unnatural  that  a  man  should 
desire  to  hold  his  propei;^y  by  such  a  tenure  that,  in  the 
event  of  his  death,  his  heirs  should  have  no  interest  in  his 
estate;  but  still,  if  any  man  give  evidence  of  such  a  desire  by 
accepting  and  retaining  a  joint  estate,  there  is  no  reason  why 
a  court  of  equity  should,  after  his  decease,  refuse  to  recog- 
nize the  rights  growing  out  of  the  relation  which  he  had  thus 
voluntarily  assumed  and  retained.  It  should  also  be  remem- 
bered that  each  joint-tenant  has,  by  the  operation  of  the  law 
of  survivorship,  an  equal  chance  with  his  cotenant  of  suc- 
ceeding to  the  entire  estate.  Survivorship  has,  perhaps, 
never  been  more  ably  defended  than  by  the  Master  of  the 

'  Kose  V.  Hill,  3  Burr.  1881;  Hawes  v.  Hawcs,  1  Wils.  IGG;  Shankn  v.  CliambleHS, 
Walker,  249;  Keating  v.  Cassells,  24  Q.  B.  (Upper  Canada)  314;  Jones  v.  Hall,  IGSim. 
500. 

•■^  York  V.  Stone,  1  Salk.  158. 

^  Barclay  v.  Hendrick's  Heirs,  .3  Dana,  380;  Barker  v.  Giles,  2  P.  Wms.  281. 

*  Aveling  v.  Knipc,  15  Ves.  441;  Stuart  v.  Bruce,  .3  Vbb.  632;  Acton  v.  Sniallman,  2 
Vem.  556;  Barclay  v.  Hendrick's  Heirs,  3  Dana,  378;  Bone  v.  Pollard,  24  Benv.  283. 
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Bolls  when,  in  the  case  of  Cray  v.  Williams/  he  said : 
''Neither  is  there  anything  unreasonable  or  unequal  in  the 
law  of  joint-tenancy,  each  having  an  equal  chance  to  survive; 
and  the  duration  of  all  lives  being  uncertain,  if  either  party 
has  an  ill  opinion  of  his  own  life,  he  may  sever  the  joint- 
tenancy  by  a  deed  granting  over  a  moiety  in  trust  for  himself; 
so  that  survivorship  can  be  no  hardship  where  either  side 
may,  at  pleasure,  prevent  it." 

§  14.  Survivorship  is  Paramount  to  DovT-er  and  Cur- 
tesy and  to  Rights  of  Devisees. — At  the  death  of  a  joint- 
tenant,  his  cotenants  are  instantly  seized  of  the  whole  estate. 
Neither  the  heirs,  nor  any  other  persons  claiming  under  the 
deceased  cotenant,  have  any  claim  to  his  former  interest  in  the 
estate,  unless  there  has  been  some  act  of  severance  sufficient 
to  change  the  nature  of  the  tenancy  and  to  subvert  the  whole 
right  of  survivorship.  "The  mere  possibility  of  the  estate 
being  defeated  by  survivorship  prevents  the  wife  from  having 
any  dower. "^  The  reason  for  this  is,  "for  that  the  jointenant, 
which  surviveth,  claimeth  the  land  by  feoffment,  and  by  sur- 
vivorshippe,  which  is  above  the  title  of  dower.  "^  Dower  in 
the  lands  of  joint-tenants  is,  in  Mississippi,  allowed  by  stat- 
ute.* The  same  reasons  which  exclude  the  wife  of  a  joint- 
tenant  from'  her  right  to  dower,  prevent  the  husband  of  a 
joint-tenant  from  taking  any  interest  in  the  lands  of  his  de- 
ceased wife  as  tenant  by  curtesy,^  though  during  their  cover- 
ture he  has  the  right  to  use  and  occupy  such  lands  as  tenant 
by  marital  right.^  So  a  devise  made  by  a  joint-tenant,  as 
there  is  no  estate  after  his  death  to  operate  upon,  has  no 
effect.'  But  it  seems  that  the  decisions  go  further,  and 
declare  such  a  devise  void,  though  the  testator  before  his 
decease,  but  subsequent  to  the  devise,  acquired  a  devisable 
interest,  as  where  the  lands,  when  devised,  are  held  in  joint- 
tenancy,  and  are  thereafter  set  off  to  the  testator  in  severalty. 

I  2  p.  Wms.  529. 

■^  Mayburry  v.  Brien,  15  Pet.  37;  5  Bac.  Ab.  240. 

3  Co.  Litt.  37  h;  Litt.  sec.  45. 

*  James  v.  Eowan,  G  S.  &  M.  393. 

5  Chitty  on  Descents,  323;  Bell  on  Husband  and  Wife,  157. 

«  Bishop  V.  Blair,  36  Ala.  80. 

■f  Duncan  v.  Forier,  6  Biuu.  197;  Powell  on  Devises,  116;  Litt.  sec.  287. 
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The  reasons  given  for  holding  the  devise  inoperative,  even  in 
such  a  case,  were  that  it  could  only  take  effect  as  a  severance, 
which  it  was  not;  that  the  estate  to  pass  by  devise  must  be  of 
the  same  character  as  it  was  when  de-\-ised;  and  that  the 
changing  of  the  estate  from  joint  to  several,  so  far  from  as- 
sisting the  devisee,  was  a  revocation  of  the  devise.' 

§  15.  Who  may  be  Joint-Tenants. — In  a  preceding  sec- 
tion, a  quotation  was  made  from  Lord  Coke's  cormnents  upon 
Littleton,  in  which  his  Lordship  asserts  that  there  may  be  a 
joint-tenancy  without  equal  benefit  of  sui-vivorship,  or  with 
such  benefit  exclusively  in  favor  of  one  of  the  tenants."  Not- 
withstanding this  general  principle,  inequality  in  sui-vivorship 
has  been  suggested  as  the  reason  for  the  rule  that  there  can 
be  no  joint-tenancv  between  a  coi-poration  and  a  natural  per- 
son; and  the  impossibility  of  survivorship  has  also  been 
urged  as  a  conclusive  ground  for  denying  the  right  of  two 
corporate  bodies  to  hold  between  them  a  joint  estate.  In  the 
case  of  corporations,  it  is  further  asserted  that  they  cannot 
hold  jointly  because  they  are  seized  by  difierent  rights  and 
in  difierent  capacities.  But  uj)on  whatever  reasons  founded, 
the  rule  is  established,  beyond  doubt,  that  "bodies politic  or 
corporate  cannot  be  joint-tenants  ^vdtll  each  other;  nor  can  the 
king,  or  a  corporation,  whether  sole  or  aggrefjate,  be  joint- 
tenant  with  a  natural  person;"^  but  "all  natural  persons  may 
be  joint-tenants."^ 

§  16.  What  may  be  held  in  Joint-Tenancy. — No  species 
of  property  is  incapable  of  being  held  by  a  joint  title. 
Whatever  may  be  subject  to  indi^-idual  dominion  by  virtue 
of  the  law  of  solo  ownership,  is  likcAvise  susceptible  of  being 
made  subject  to  such  joint  dominion  as  results  from  the  law 
of  joint  owTiership.  Thus,  considered  in  regard  to  the  quan- 
tity of  interest  which  the  joint-tenants  have,  their  estate  may 

'  Swift  t).  BobertB,  Amb.  017;  S.  C.  3  Burr,  1488;  1  Blackst.  176. 
■^  See  $  12. 

=«  Co.  Litt.  190  a;  2  Greenl.  Cniiso,  372;  Telfair  v.  Howe,  3  Eich.  Eq.  242;  De  Witt 
V.  San  Francisco,  2  Cal.  297;  Lystcr  v.  Kirkpatrick,  2G  Q.  B.  (Upper  Canada)  217. 
■•2Grefnl.  Cruise  372. 
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be  in  fee-simple,  fee-tail,  for  life,i  for  years,  ^  or  at  will.     It 
may  be  for  life,  or  for  the  life  of  another.^    The  estate  may 
be  equitable  as  well  as  legal."    It  may  be  undivided  as  well 
as  in  severalty.     Hence,  if  there  be  three  persons  holding  as 
joint-tenants,  and  one  convey  his  interest  to  a  third  person, 
the  other  two  will  remain  joint-tenants  between  each  other, 
though  their  title  is  for  only  two-thirds  of  the  estate.     So 
joint-tenants  may  hold  every  species  of  personal  estate,  in- 
cluding funds  in  which  they  have  jointly  invested,^  and  also 
all  kinds  of   chattels,  debts,  duties,  contracts,  and  choses  in 
action."    In  regard  to  mortgages,  the  rule  seems  to  be,  that 
whenever  the  mortgage  is  made  to  two  or  more  to  secure  a 
joint  debt,  they  will  be  treated  as  joint-tenants  during  the 
existence  of  the  mortgage,  and  will  be  compelled  to  pursue 
their  remedy  of  foreclosure  by  joint  action."     But  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  debts  secured  are  the  several  debts  of   the 
mortgagees,  this  fact  rebuts  the  presumption  of  joint  owner- 
ship in  the  mortgage,  and  leaves  each  at  liberty  to  pursue  his 
several  remedy  for  the  collection  of  the  amount  due  to  him 
individually.^    In  fact,  the  decisions  holding  joint-mortgagees 
to  be  joint-tenants,  do  not  seem  to  carry  the  rule  beyond  al- 
lowing, or  perhaps  requiring,  the  survivor,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  either  party,  to  prosecute  the  proceedings  for  fore- 
closure.    The  loan  of  the  money  for  which  a  mortgage  is 
given  is  not  regarded  as  a  transaction  which  would  ordinarily 
raise  the  presumption  that  the  parties  thereby  intended  to 
create  a  joint  ownership  in  the  thing  lent,  with  the  benefit  of 
survivorship.     The  surviving  mortgagee  is  therefore,  at  least 
in  equity,  treated  as  trustee  of  the  representatives  of  his  de- 
ceased co-mortgagee.^    If  the  loan  of   the  money  does  not 

1  2  Bl.  Comm.  180. 

•^  1  Piatt  on  Leases,  537;  Sym's  Case,  Cro.  Eliz.  33;  Brundel's  Case,  5  Co.  9  a;  Jef- 
fereys  v.  Small,  1  Vern.  217. 

»  Elliot  V.  Jekyl,  2  Ves.  Sr.  681. 

*  York  V.  Stone,  1  Salk.  158;  Rex  v.  Williams,  Bunb.  343;  Jicklingon  the  Analogy 
between  Legal  and  Equitable  Estates,  233. 

a  Crossfield  v.  Such,  22  Eng.  L.  &  E.  555;  8  Exch.  825;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  Exch.  325. 

«  Trammell  v.  Harrell,  4  Ark.  602;  Sessions  v.  Peay,  19  Ark.  269;  Litt.  sees.  281 
and  282. 

7  Appleton  V.  Boyd,  7  Mass.  131;  Williams  v.  Hilton,  35  Me.  547. 

8  Brown  v.  Bates,  55  Me.  522;  Burnett  v.  Pratt,  22  Pick.  558. 

a  Story  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  1206;  Randall  v.  Phillips,  3  Mason  C.  C.  887;  Petty  «.  Styward, 
1  Ch.  Rep.  31,  57. 
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imply  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagees  to  give 
each  other  the  benefit  of  sm-vivorship,  then  no  such  in- 
tention should  be  inferred  from  any  means  which  they 
may  jointly  pursue  to  render  their  security  productive. 
Hence,  if  they  jointly  prosecute  their  remedy  by  foreclos- 
ure, and  become  joint  purchasers  at  the  sale,  still  will  the 
interest  acquired  by  such  sale  be  held  by  tenancy  in  com- 
mon.^ And  a  like  result  follows  when,  independent  of  any 
foreclosure,  they  purchase  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemp- 
tion.'- 

§  17.  A  joint-tenancy  may  be  created  by  any  joint 
purchase,  but  not  otherwise.  "  Purchase  includes  every 
mode  of  coming  to  an  estate  except  inheritance."^  If  two  or 
more  disseize  another  of  ' '  any  lands  or  tenements  to  their 
own  use,  then  the  disseizors  are  joyntenants."^  "Now,  as 
there  be  joyntenants  by  disseizin,  so  are  there  joyntenants 
by  abatement,  intrusion,  and  usurpation,  all  of  which  are  in- 
cluded in  the  latter."^ 

g  18.  Presumption  in  regard  to  Creation  of. — As  joint- 
tenancy  was  a  favorite  of  the  common  law,*  no  special  words 
or  limitations  were  necessary  to  call  it  into  being.  On  the 
other  hand,  words  or  circumstances  of  negation  were  indis- 
pensable to  avoid  it.  Whenever  it  was  shown  that  propei-ty 
had  vested  in  two  or  more  persons,  by  the  same  joint  pur- 
chase, there  arose  at  once,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  the  pre- 
sumption that  it  vested  as  an  estate  in  joint-tenancy."  This 
presumption  is  liable  to  be  overthrown  in  equity  by  proof  of 
circumstances  from  which  the  Court  may  infer  that  the  parties 
intended  a  several  rather  than  a  joint  estate. 

'  Pearce  v.  Savage,  45  Me.  102;  Goodwin  v.  Richardson,  U  Mass.  469;  2  Powell's 
Mort.  672. 
-  Edwards  v.  Fashion,  Pre.  Ch.  332;  S.  C.  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  292. 
»  Greer  v.  Blanchar,  40  Cal.  197. 

*  Litt.  sec.  278;  Putney  v.  Dreaser,  2  Mot.  586. 

*  Co.  Litt.  181  a. 

*'  Co.  Litt.  182  a;  Jickling  on  the  Analogy  between  Legal  and  Equitable  Estates, 
234;  Gilbert  v.  RichardB,  7  Vt.  208. 

'  Aveling  v.  KnijHi,  19  Vcs.  441;  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  432;  Kobinson  v. 
Preston,  4  Kay  &  J.  505. 


§§  19,  20  JOINT-TENANCY.  76 

§  19.  Presumption  -where  Property  -was  acquired  for 
Trade. — Where  lands  are  conveyed  to  partners,  or  others,  for 
the  purposes  of  trade  or  joint  speculation,  the  presiunption 
arises  that  the  purchase  is  "only  the  substratum  for  an  ad- 
venture, in  the  profits  of  which  it  was  intended  they  should 
be  concerned;"  and  therefore  no  survivorship  will  be  allowed 
in  equity.^  The  same  is  true  where,  though  originally  joint- 
tenants,  the  parties  contract  to  deal  with  their  property  as  if 
in  trade. ^ 

§  20.  The  presumption  where  one  tenant  advances 
more  than  his  share  of  purchase  money  is  frequently  and 
distinctly  spoken  of  in  the  text-books.  Thus,  Mr.  Dart  feels 
warranted  in  asserting  that,  "  if  two  purchase  and  one  advance 
more  of  the  purchase  money  than  the  other,  there  will,  in 
equity,  be  no  survivorship,  although  there  are  no  words  in- 
dicating a  tenancy  in  common.^  The  assertion  thus  made  is, 
however,  qualified  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  and  restrained  to 
cases  where  this  inequality  appears  from  the  deed  itself.*  It 
is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  rule  as  laid  dowai  by  Mr.  Dart, 
without  the  qualification,  is  founded  upon  a  dictum,  and  this 
dictum  is  in  turn  based  upon  a  prior  one.  Mr.  Dart  relies 
upon  the  language  of  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke,  when  his 
Lordship  asserts  that  "it  has  been  determined  that  if  two 
purchase,  and  one  advances  more  of  the  purchase  money  than 
the  otiher,  there  shall  be  no  survivorship."^  The  case  decided 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  did  not  require  any  investigation  or  de- 
cision in  regard  to  the  rights  of  co-purchasers  making  un- 
equal advances.  In  the  case  referred  to  by  him  as  determin- 
ing the  question,  the  parties  had  been  jointly  interested  in  an 
undertaking,  and,  the  better  to  advance  their  common  in- 

'  Lyster  v.  DoUand,  1  Ves.  Jr.  431;  Dale  d.  Hamilton,  5  Hare,  369;  Elliott  v.  Brown, 
3  Swanst.  489;  Houghton  v.  Houghton,  11  Sim.  491;  Morris  v.  Barrett,  3  Y.  &  J.  384; 
KathweU  v.  Eathwell,  26  Q.  B.  (Upper  Canada)  184;  Lake  v.  Gibson,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab. 
294;  Duncan  v.  Ferrer,  6  Binn.  196. 

-  Jeffereys  v.  Small,  1  Vem.  217. 

•^  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Pui'chasers,  432  of  Am.  ed. 

*  Sugd.  on  Vendors,  901  of  7th  Am.  ed.  Tliis  limitation  is  based  on  and  supported 
by  Lake  v.  Gibson,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  291;  and'seems  to  be  jipprovedby  Cjiinea  v.  Grant, 
5  Binn.  122. 

■'  Rigden  v.  Vallier,  2  Ves.  Sr.  258. 
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terest,  had  purchased  certain  lands,  to  whicli  purchase  some 
of  them  had  not  contributed  their  proportion  of  funds.  Here 
was  a  case,  then,  where  the  presumption  of  joint-tenancy  was 
rebutted  by  the  conceded  fact  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
controversy  had  been  acquired  in  the  prosecution  of  a  joint 
adventure,  undertaken  for  the  purpose  of  speculation  or  of 
common  profit.  Hence  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  "  decreed  that 
survivorship  should  not  take  place;  for  that  payment  of 
money  created  a  trust  for  the  parties  advancing  the  same; 
and  an  undertaking  upon  the  hazard  of  profit  or  loss  was  in 
the  natui-e  of  merchandising,  where  the  Jus  accrescendl  is 
never  allowed."^  A  decision  made  at  a  more  recent  date 
than  any  of  those  referred  to,  seems  to  have  necessarily  in- 
volved this  question.  Two  persons  had  certain  stocks,  part 
of  which  were  acquired  by  equal  and  part  by  unequal  ad- 
vances. According  to  the  very  meagre  and  imsatisfactory 
report  of  the  case,  the  Court  determined  that  the  stock  paid 
for  equally  was  held  in  joint-tenancy,  and  that  there  was  no 
reason  to  infer  that  the  other  stock  was  held  in  any  different 
manner.^ 

§  21.  Parol  Evidence  to  Rebut  Presumption  of  Joint- 
Tenancy. —  Notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  joint- 
tenancy,  by  showing  that  the  parties,  though  originally  hold- 
ing jointly,  had  contracted  to  deal  with  their  property  as  if 
in  trade."  But  whenever  it  is  sought  to  show  that  the  parties 
have  turned  their  joint  estate  into  a  tenancy  in  common,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  j^arol  evidence  admissible  for  that 
purpose  must  be  confined  to  the  acts  of  the  parties,  showing 
the  manner  in  which  the  property  was  treated  and  the  pur- 
poses in  which  it  was  embarked,  and  can  in  no  case  include 
evidence  of  mere  declarations  of  intention.* 

§  22.  Parol  Evidence  to  establish  Cotenancy. — Where, 
upon  joint  purchase  of  an  estate,  the  conveyance  is  made  to 

'  Lake  v.  Craddock,  3  P.  Wms.  159. 

^  Harris  v.  Fergusson,  IG  Sim.  308. 

"  Jefifereys  v.  Small,  1  Vtrn.  217;  Robinson  v.  Preston,  4  Kay  and  J.  505. 

*  Harrison  v.  Barton,  1  Johnson  &  Hemming,  293. 
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but  one  of  t]ie  purchasers,  the  trust  in  favor  of  the  co- 
purchaser  may  be  proved  by  any  evidence  in  writing  made  at 
or  after  the  purchase.^  But  if  the  parties  have  advanced  their 
money  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  to  make  a  joint  pur- 
chase, a  resulting  trust  arises  which  may  be  established  by 
parol,  and  enforced  against  him  in  whose  sole  name  the  deed 
has  been  taken. - 

§  23.  Creation  of  Joint-Tenancy  by  Bequest  or  De- 
vise.— At  an  early  day,  it  was  sometimes  questioned  whether 
a  legacy  could  be  held  in  joint-tenancy.  The  rule,  however, 
was  soon  established  that  bequests,  as  well  as  devises  and 
conveyances,  should  be  deemed  to  pass  estates  in  joint-tenancy 
unless  a  contrary  intent  appeared.^  This  contrary  intent  must 
be  apparent  from  the  will  itself.  No  doubt  the  Courts  always 
lean  towards  tenancy  in  common  when  the  parties  claim  under 
a  will,  and  are  ever  ready  to  give  full  effect  to  any  language  of 
the  testator  showing  a  design  to  create  several  interests. 
' '  It  may  be  stated  generally,  that  all  expressions  importing 
division  by  equal  or  unequal  shares,  or  referring  to  the  de- 
visees as  owners  of  respective  or  distinct  interests  and  even 
words  simply  denoting  equality,  will  have  this  effect."'*  In 
wills,  the  Courts  construe  survivorship  into  some  other  word, 
if  possible.'^  Whenever  a  bequest  or  devise  is  to  two  or  more 
" equally, '""^ or  "to  be  equally  divided,"'  or  "in  equal  shares,"^ 

'  2  Sugd.  on  Vendors,  678  (7th  Am.  ed.  388.) 

-  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers  (ith  Eng.  ed.)  850;  Sugden  on  Vendors  (7th  Am. 
ed.)  388;  Scott  r.  McKinncy,  98  Mass.  3-M. 

"'  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  4  Bro.  15;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong  L.  E.  7  Eq.  518;  Mar- 
tin r.  Smith,  5  Binn.  16;  Crooke  v.  Be  Vandes,  9  Ves.  204;  Morgan  v.  Britten  L.  E. 
13  Eq.  28. 

■*  2  Powell  on  Dev.  cli.  18,  p.  370;  quoted  and  approved  in  Gilpin  v.  Hollingsworth,  3 
Md.  195.  See  also  Ettncke  v.  Ettricke,  Amb.  656;  Gordon  v.  Atkinson,  1  DeG.  &  S. 
478;  Griswold  v.  .Johnson,  5  Conn.  365;  Dunn  v.  Bryan,  38  G«o.  154;  Allison  v.  Kirrtz, 
2  Watts,  185;  Weseott  v.  Cady,  5  Johns.  Ch.  334;  Vreeland  v.  Van  Eyper,  17  N.  J.  Eq. 
134;  Eyves  v.  Eyves,  L.  E.  11  Eq.  541;  Atfy  Gen'l  v.  Fletcher,  L.  E.  13  Eq.  128. 

s  4  Dane's  Ab.  760. 

''  Heron  v.  Walsh,  3  Grant's  Ch.  (Upper  Canada)  606;  Heatlie  v,  Heathe,  2  Atk.  121; 
Torretr.  Erampton,  Style,  434;  Bagley  v.  Cook,  3  Drew,  662. 

■  Stewart  c.  Garnett.  3  Sim.  398;  Briscoe  v.  McGee,  2  J.  J.  M.  370;  Jensur  jj.  Jenour, 
10  Ves.  569;  Esdale  i'.  Wilshere,  9  Law  J.  Eep.  Ch.  71;  Hodges  v.  Grant,  36  Law  J. 
Eep.  (N.  S.)  Chanc.  395;  Law  E.  Ex.  140. 

■*  Emerson  r.  Cutler.  14  Pick.  114;  Hart  r.  Murks.  4  Bradf.  161. 
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or  "equally  among,"'  or  "to  and  amongst  them,"'' or  to  them 
"respectively,"^  or  according  to  quantity  and  quality,  each  to 
take  his  part  when  he  comes  of  age,^  the  devisees  or  legatees, 
as  the  case  may  be,  will  acquire  the  property  as  tenants  in 
common.  "It  hardly  seems,"  says  Mr.  Jiclding,  "desirable 
to  accumulate  authorities  on  this  head :  it  may  be  sufficient 
to  observe,  that  any  words  of  severance,  whether  '  share  and 
share  alike, '^  'between,'"  'among,'  'equally  to  be  divided,' 
'  videlicet, ''  '  by  and  between,  '*  '  severally,  '■'  and  similar  expres- 
sions, would  probably  at  law,  and  certainly  in  equity,  have 
that  effect."'"  So  a  devise  to  two  persons  to  the  longest  liver 
of  them,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  creates  a  ten- 
ancy in  common;"  and  a  like  result  follows  a  devise  "equally 
to  my  brother  xA.'s  eldest  son,  and  his  heirs,  and  to  ray 
brother  B's  eldest  son  and  his  heirs  jointly  to  be  enjoyed  by 
them,  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever."'^  A  tenancy  in  com- 
mon also  arises  from  a  devise  to  A  and  13,  to  be  held  and 
divided  by  them  as  they  shall  deem  most  equal. '^  A  devise 
was  made  to  the  children  of  J.  B.  equally,  share  and  share 
alike,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  joint  natural  lives,  or 
the  life  of  the  survivor,  or  longer  liver  of  them.  It  was  held 
that  the  children  took  as  tenants  in  common,  without  benefit 
of  sui-vivorship.'^  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his  grandchildren 
a,  legacy  of  one  thousand  pounds,  payable  to  each  of  them  on 
their  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age.  The  words,  payable 
to  each  of  them,  were  considered  as  equivalent  to  "to  be 
divided  between  them,"  aud  the  gi-andchildren  were  therefore 

'  Denn  r.  Gaskin.  Cowp.  fi.'jT;  Morley  c.  Bird,  3  Vis.  630. 

-  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  4  Bro.  15. 

•'  Leweii  V.  Cox,  Cro.  Eliz.  095;  Moore's  Settlement,  10  W.  11.  315;  31  Law  J.  Eep. 
(N.  S.)  Cli.  364;  Gordou  r.  Atkinson,  1  De  G.  k  S.  478. 

*  HarriHon  r.  Botts.  4  Bibb.  420. 

a  Jacques  v.  CoUinH,  Cro.  Car.  75. 

'•  rerkins  v.  Bayntou,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  118;  Lashbrook  v.  Cock,-2  Mer.  70. 

'  Kew  V.  Rowse,  1  Vcrn.  353. 

"  Prince  v.  Heylyn.  1  Atk.  403. 

"See2Atk.  441. 

'•*  .Tickling  on  Legal  and  Equitable  Estatos,  237.    See  also  Blewitti).  Roberts,  10  L, 
J.  Kep.  (N.  S.)  342;  1  Cr.  A  P.  274;  Paine  v.  Wagner,  12  Sim.  184. 
"  Blissettv.  Cranwell,  2  Lev.  373;  Salk.  22G. 
'■-  Evans  v.  Brittain,  3  S.  &  R.  135. 
'•'  lugalls  /•.  Aniuld,  14  Q.  B.  (Upper  Canada)  296. 
'<  BryuM  r.  Twi--.  ,'!7  T-inv  J.  lie]..  (N.  S.)  210;  S.  C.  Law  Rep.  3  Clianc.  18.^. 
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treated  as  tenants  in  common.'  But  in  New  York,  where  a 
testator  bequeathed  a  share  of  his  estate  to  W.  S.  and  F.  S., 
"  to  be  paid  them  when  they  come  of  age,"  the  Court  thought 
it  ' '  clear  that  the  legacy  in  question  was  given  to  the  donees 
as  joint-tenants,"  because  "the  terms  of  the  clause  directing 
payment  are  joint  in  their  effect,  and  not  several:  the  share 
is  to  be  paid  to  them  when  they  come  of  age."^  A  testator 
having  made  a  will  giving  his  residuary  estate  to  A  and  B, 
subsequently,  by  a  codicil,  provided  that  such  residuary  in- 
terest should  go  to  A,  B,  and  C,  "so  that  C  should  partici- 
pate in  such  bequest  free  from  legacy  duty'with  A  and  B." 
In  determining  what  estate  the  legatees  were  entitled  to  under 
this  will,  the  Lord  Chancellor  stated  that  he  had  no  doubt 
that  such  words  as  "amongst,"  "alike,"  "respectively," 
"equally,"  and  "anything  which  in  the  slightest  degree  indi- 
cates an  intention  to  divide  the  property,  must  be  held  to 
abrogate  the  idea  of  a  joint-tenancy,  and  to  create  a  tenancy 
in  common;"  that  "amongst"  and  "respectively"  are  not 
stronger  words  than  "participate;"  and  he  "had  no  doubt 
that  the  word  '  participate'  is  sufficient  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion to  divide,  and  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common."* 

g  24.  Cases  -where  Devises  have  been  regarded  as 
Joint. — "Where  a  devise  was  to  trustees  ' '  to  pay  certain  rents, 
profits,  etc.,  to  three  boys,  or  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of 
them,  share  and  share  alike,"  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said: 
"There  is  some  difficulty  in  the  construction,  but,  on  the 
whole,  I  think  the  boys  take  equitable  estates  in  fee,  as 
joint-tenants."^  Eeal  estate  having  been  devised  to  A,  B, 
and  C,  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them,  this  devise  was  construed  as  creating  a  joint- 
tenancy  in  the  land,  but  a  tenancy  in  common  of  the  produce 
of  the  land,  when  sold.^  A  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  trustees,  to  pay  the  interest  to  his  four  grand- 

»  Stewart  v.  Garnett,  3  Sim.  398.    See  also  Hand  v,  North,  33  Law  J.  Bep.  (N.  S.) 
Clianc.  556. 
^  Putnam  v.  Putnam,  4  Bradf.  308. 
'  Robertson  v.  Fraser,  L.  E.  6  Ch.  App.  699. 
*  Moore  v.  Cleghom,  10  Beav.  425. 
s  Goodtith  on  dem.  of  Roebuck  v.  Oxley.  7  D.  &  R.  536, 
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daughters  "equally  between  them,  share  and  share  alike,  for 
and  during  their  several  and  respective  lives,  and  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  sui-vivor  of  them,"  to  divide  tlie 
principal  among  their  children.  Two  of  these  four  persons 
having  died,  the  question  arose  whether  the  two  still  living 
were  entitled  to  an  interest  as  survivors.  Lord  Chancellor 
Thurlow  said,  that  "  though  the  words  '  eqiiallj  to  be  divided, ' 
and  'share  and  share  alike,' were  in  general  construed  in  a 
will  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common,  jet,  where  the  context 
shows  a  joint-tenancy  to  be  intended,  the  words  shall  be  con- 
strued accordingly;  and  that,  in  this  case,  it  was  evident, 
that  the  interest  was  to  be  divided  among  four  while  four 
were  alive;  among  three  w^hile  three  were  alive;  and  nothing- 
was  to  go  to  the  children  while  any  one  of  their  mothers  were 
living;  and  declared  the  whole  interest  to  belong  to  the  two 
living  granddaughters,  by  survivorship."^  A  devise  was 
made  to  the  testator's  two  nieces  ' '  equally  between  them,  to 
take  as  joint-tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs 
and  assigns  forever :"  Held,  ' '  that  clue  effect  may  be  given  to 
all  the  words  in  this  devise,  by  deciding  that  the  devisees,  the 
nieces,  took  an  estate  for  their  joint  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
survivor;  that  is,  as  joint-tenants,  with  remainder  to  each  of 
them  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  after  the  death  of  the  sur- 
viving life :  in  other  words,  that  they  took  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  fee,  subject  to  an  estate  for  their  joint  lives  and  the 
life  of  the  survivor."-  A  testator  directed  that  a  sum  of 
money  be  settled  to  the  use  of  his  two  nephews,  ' '  and  the 
suiwivors  and  sur\dvor  of  them,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns 
forever,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike."  In  order  to  give  every  word  of  the  will  effect,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  construed  it  as  making  the  two  nephews 
joint-tenants  for  life,  with  several  inheritances  to  them  in 
common.^ 

§  25.     Creation  of  Joint-Tenancy  by  Deed. — In  a  jire- 
ceding  section,  it  has  been  sho^vn  that  all  joint  acquisitions  of 

*  Armstrong  &  EWritlge,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  215, 

^  Doe  on  dem.  of  Littlewood  v.  Green,  8  Law  J.  Ecp.  (N.  S.)  Exc.  95;  S.  C.  i  Mees. 
&  W.  229. 
3  Barker  v.  Giles,  2  P.  Wms.  281. 

C.  &  P.— 6 
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property  by  a  common  purchase,  are,  at  common  law,  pre- 
sumed to  be  acquired  in  joint-tenancy.  This  rule  was  applied 
to  a  patent  from  the  State  of  Virginia  to  a  father  and  his  two 
sons,  where  part  of  the  land  had  been  held  by  the  parties 
under  separate  patents,  and  they  had  surrendered  these  pa- 
tents and  taken  another  in  their  joint  names,  including  a  large 
tract  of  land  not  embraced  in  the  surrendered  patents.^  No 
doubt,  any  conveyance  apportioning  the  property  conveyed 
and  designating  the  interests  of  each  grantee,  creates  a  ten- 
ancy in  common.  One  instance  of  this  apportiomnent  is 
where  "lands  be  given  to  two  to  have  and  to  hold  the  one 
moity  to  the  one  and  to  his  heires,  and  the  other  moity  to 
the  other  and  to  his  heires."'^  "And  the  reason  is,  because 
they  have  severall  freeholds  and  an  occupation  pro  indovisos. 
Here  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  habendum  doth  sever 
the  premises  that  ^jri'>?2a  facie  seemed  to  be  joint :  for  an  ex- 
press estate  controUs  an  implyed  estate."^  A  deed  to  two  of 
a  tract  of  land  without  locating  the  share  of  each,  but  giving 
one  about  three-fifths  and  the  other  about  two-fifths,  makes 
them  tenants  in  common.*  The  effect  of  such  words  as 
"equally,"  "share  and  share  alike,"  etc.,  in  creating  a  ten- 
ancy in  common,  when  used  in  wills,  was,  as  long  ago  as  the 
decision  of  Heathe  v.  Heathe,^  said  to  have  been  established 
for  at  least  two  hundred  years.  However  this  may  be,  it  is 
certain  that  a  similar  effect  was  denied  to  such  words  at  a 
much  later  date,  and  by  very  hig-li  authority.  When  the 
question  arose  in  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  "Wigg,^  two  of  the 
Judges  argued  that  all  parts  of  a  deed  should  be  given  effect, 
if  possible,  that  the  grantor's  intent  should  be  permitted  to 
prevail,  and  that  as  no  particular  words  were  essential  to  the 
creation  of  a  tenancy  in  common,  any  language  indicating 
that  the  grantor  intended  to  convey  a  several,  rather  than  a 
joint  estate,  should  be  permitted  to  accomplish  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  so  manifestly  designed.  Against  the  opinion 
of  these  two  Judges  was  that  of  Lord  Holt;   and  such  were 

'  Jones  V.  Jones,  1  Call.  469. 

'^  Litt.  sec.  298. 

»  Co.  Litt.  190  h. 

*  Taylor  v.  Craig.  6  B.  Monr.  457. 

5  2  Atk.  122. 

«  1  Ld.  Kavm.  G22. 
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the  force  of  liis  gi'eat  name  and  the  deference  felt  for  his 
judgment,  that  the  conclusion  thus  disputed  by  him  could 
scarcely  be  regarded  as  established  by  even  a  preponderance 
of  authority,  until  about  a  half  a  century  later,  when  Lord 
Hardwicke  declared  that,  with  all  his  respect  for  so  eminent 
a  man,  still  he  felt  compelled,  on  this  question,  to  dissent 
from  the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt,  and  assent  to  that  of  the  two 
Judges.^  The  words  in  the  premises  of  a  deed,  "to  them  or 
any  of  them,  their  or  am-  of  their  heirs,"  are  equivalent  to 
"  to  each  of  them,  and  each  of  their  heii's,"  and  vest  an  estate 
in  the  grantees  as  tenants  in  common,  notwithstanding  the 
habendum  is  "  io  them  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever.'"'^ 
And  though  the  premises  of  a  deed  be  "to  A  and  B  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns,"  still  these  words  may  be  controlled 
and  a  tenancy  in  common  created  by  a  habendum  ' '  to  the  said 
A  and  B,  their  and  each  of  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  only 
proper  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  A  and  B,  and  their  and 
each  of  tJieir  heirs  and  assigns  forever."^ 

§  26.  Deed  to  Woman  and  her  Children. — A  deed,  de- 
vise, or  bequest,  to  a  man  and  his  children,  or  to  a  woman 
and  her  children,  without  any  additional  words,  must  be  re- 
garded in  the  same  manner  as  though  made  to  any  other  class 
or  number  of  persons.  The  grantees,  therefore,  take  as  joint- 
tenants.^  A  conveyance  or  gift  to  a  woman  and  her  heirs 
vests  in  her  an  estate  in  fee.  But  the  other  words  in  the 
deed  may  be  such  as  to  show  that  the  children  take  a  present 
interest.  If  so,  the  whole  deed  will  be  rendered  efiectual, 
by  giving  the  children  an  estate  as  joint-tenants  or  as  tenants 
in  common  wiih  their  mother,  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  grantor,  as  manifested  by  his  deed.''  A  bequest  was  made 
to  A,  and  at  her  death  "io  the  heirs  of  her  body  and  their  heirs 

'  Rigden  v.  Vallier,  2  Ves.  Sr.  252. 

'  Galbraith  v.  Galbraith,  3  S.  &  R.  392. 

^  Bambaugh  v.  Bambaugli,  11  Serg.  &  R.  191. 

*  Mason  i'.  Clarke,  17  Beav.  120;  Newell  v.  Ncwoll,  L.  R.  7  Cb.  253;  Jackson  t'.  Cog- 
gins,  2'J  Geo.  403;  Hoyle  v.  Jonea,  35  Geo.  40;  Powell  v.  Powell,  5  Bush,  G19;  Burtturd 
V.  SauDders,  7  Beav.  92;  Crockett  v.  Crockett,  2  Phill.  553;  Webb  v.  Byng,  2  Kay  A-  J. 
669;  De  Witte  v.  De  Witte,  11  Sim.  41;  Morgan  v.  Britten,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  28;  Eagles  v. 
Le  Breton,  L.  R.  15  Eq.  148;  Utz's  Estate,  43  Cal.  204;  Gates  v.  Jackson.  2  Str.  1172. 

*  Gadsden  v.  Cappedevillo,  3  Rich  Law,  467. 
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and  assigns  forever f'  and  "if  slie  should  leave  no  issue,  then 
to  be  disposed  of  as  she  should  think  proper."  It  was  held 
to  be  clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  the  children  an 
interest  in  the  bequest  beyond  the  control  of  their  mother, 
otherwise  he  would  not  have  mentioned  that  in  case  of  her 
death  without  issue,  she  should  have  a  disposing  power.  ^ 

§  27.  Executory  Settlements. — In  some  instances,  power 
has  been  given  to  a  person,  or  to  a  number  of  persons,  to 
settle  or  dispose  of  funds  or  other  property  for  the  benefit  of 
children  or  others;  and  the  power  not  having  been  executed 
by  tlie  original  trustees,  the  proper  manner  of  carrying  it  into 
effect  has  been  considered  and  determined  by  the  Courts.  In 
the  case  of  marriage  settlements  designed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  issue  of  the  marriage,  the  Courts  direct  such  a  dis^Dosi- 
tion  of  the  property  as  will  entitle  the  children  thereto  as 
tenants  in  common.  " Joint-tenancy, "said  Lord Kedesdale, 
"  as  a  provision  for  the  children  of  a  marriage,  is  an  incon- 
venient mode  of  settlement,  because,  during  their  minority, 
no  use  can  be  made  of  their  portions  for  their  advancement, 
as  the  joint-tenancy  cannot  be  severed."^  And  so  when  a 
trustee,  directed  to  use  funds  for  the  benefit  of  children  as 
he  thinks  best,  dies,  the  Court  will  execute  the  trust  by  dis- 
posing of  the  funds  between  the  children  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon.^ 

g  28.     If    a   devise   or   bequest   be    made    to    several, 

and  one  or  more  die  before  the  testator,  then  the  surviving 
legatees  or  devisees  will  take  the  entire  property  so  be- 
queathed or  devised,  unless  the  will  contained  words  indi- 
cating that  the  testator  intended  a  several  rather  than  a  joint 
estate  ;*  and  this  is  true  even  where  the  will  contains  a  clause 
providing  for  the  disposal  of  lapsed  legacies.^    The  rule  goes 

1  Dott  V.  Willson,  1  Bay,  457. 

■■^  Taggart  v.  Taggart,  1  Sclioales  &  L.  88. 

3  Phene's  Trusts,  L.  E.  5  Eq.  346;  Mayn  v.  Mayn,  5  L.  R.  5  Eq.  150. 

^  Morley  v.  Bird,  3  Ves,  628;  Cowdin  v.  Perry,  11  Pick.  503;  Ball  v.  Deas,  2  Strob. 
Eq.  24;  Larkins  v.  Larkius,  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  16;  Buffar  v.  Bradford,  2  Atk.  220;  Frewen 
V.  Relfe,  2  Bro.  C.  Q  220;  Welling  i'.  Baine.  3  P.  Wms.  113;  Miller  v.  Webster,  2  Vern. 
207;  Ledsome  i\  Hickman,  2  Vern.  611. 

a  Gilbert  v.  Richards,  7  Yt.  203. 
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still  further;  and  where,  from  any  cause,  some  of  the  persons 
named  cannot  or  will  not  take  the  thing  granted  or  devised, 
gives  the  whole  to  those  who  have  the  desire  and  capacity  to 
receive  it.  ^  Thus,  in  Kentucky,  when  a  patent  had  issued  to 
tT^'o  for  certain  lands,  as  it  appeared  that  one  of  them  died 
before  the  patent  issued,  the  Court  held  that  ' '  the  intention 
of  the  grantor  and  the  object  of  the  grant  will  be  better  at- 
tained br  admitting  the  title  of  the  whole  to  pass  to  the  li\-ing 
gi-antee. "  -  A  devise  having  been  made  to  the  son  and  daughter 
of  T\'.  W.,  and  being  uncertain,  because  W.  W.  had  four  sons, 
the  whole  was  given  to  the  daughter.^  A  bequest  was  made 
to  A.  W.  and  J.  W.  Subsequently,  the  testator,  by  a  codicil, 
annulled  and  revoked  every  legacy  of  A.  W.  The  effect  of 
this  revocation  coming  up  before  Lord  Hardwicke  for  de- 
cision, he  said:  "Two  points  arise.  1st,  Whether  the  codicil 
is  a  revocation  of  the  whole  gift;  2d,  If  not  of  the  whole, 
whether  of  a  moiet)^  1st.  It  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  insist  on  its  being  a  revocation  of  the  whole,  otherwise  it 
could  not  be  so  of  a  moiety.  In  support  of  it,  it  is  said,  as 
it  is  a  gift  of  the  whole  to  both,  with  survivorship,  each  has 
a  benefit  by  the  gift  to  the  other,  from  the  chance  he  has  in 
the  other's  share,  from  whence  a  revocation  of  the  interest  of 
one  revokes  such  benefit  accruing  to  the  other,  which  is  in 
the  whole,  and  the  substance,  of  the  gift.  But  this  point  is 
determined  in  Davis  v.  Kemp,  Carth.  2,  for  the  intent  was 
that  the  defendant  should  take  a  moiety,  and  he  must  have  it; 
and  though  he  fails  in  the  circumstances,  yet  he  shall  take  it 
by  devise."  His  Lordship  then  disposes  of  the  second  point 
as  follows:  "It  is  objected  the  estate  is  given  to  them  jointly; 
that  survivorship  is  essential  to  joint-tenancy,  and  by  that 
only  one  can  take  the  whole;  that  here  is  no  survivorship. 
If  an  estate  is  limited  to  two  jointly,  the  one  capable  of  tak- 
ing and  the  other  not,  he  who  is  capable  shall  take  the  whole. 
Where  a  joint-tenancy  to  two  is  created  in  a  devise,  and  the 

'  Davy  V.  Kemp,  Orl.  Brklgm.  387;  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  2  Vcs.  Sr.  G45;  Hawkins 
V.  Kemp,  3  East,  410;  Nicholson  v.  Woodswortli,  2  Swaust.  3C5;  Townson  v.  Tickell, 
3  Barn.  &  Aid.  31;  Begnic  v.  Crook,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  70;  S.  C.  2  Scott,  128;  Jones  v. 
Mafftt,  5  Serg.  &  R.  523. 

'^  Overton  v.  Lacy,  G  Monr.  IG.  The  rule  also  applies  to  conveyances:  see  Wythe'a 
Eeports,  373,  Appendix. 

^  Dow.set  ('.  Sweet,  Ambl.  175. 
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estate  vests  by  the  death  of  one,  the  survivor  takes  by  the 
gift,  from  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and  after  the  release  or 
death  of  one,  it  is  pleadable  by  the  other  as  a  devise  to  him 
alone,  which  could  not  be  the  case  unless  he  took  the  whole 
by  bequest;  and  suppose  the  testator  revokes  the  interest  of 
the  one,  the  law  and  consequence  must  be  the  same."^ 

§  29.  Severance. — A  joint -tenancy  may  be  severed  in 
three  ways :  1st,  by  an  act  of  one  of  the  tenants  operating  on 
his  own  share,  and  creating  a  severance  as  to  that  share;  2d, 
by  mutual  agreement;  and  3d,  by  such  a  course  of  dealing 
as  intimates  ' '  tliat  the  interests  of  all  were  mutually  treated 
as  constituting  a  tenancy  in  common. " ''-  To  this  may  be  added, 
as  a  fourth  means  of  severance,  proceedings  against  the  joint- 
tenant  producing  an  involuntary  alienation  of  his  title. 

§  30.  Severance  by  Act  of  a  Tenant. — A  demise  by  one 
of  the  joint-tenants  severs  the  joint-tenancy  and  turns  it  into 
a  tenancy  in  common,^  although  the  lease  is  not  to  commence 
until  after  the  lessor's  death.*  A  mortgage  executed  by  any 
of  the  joint-tenants  also  operates  as  a  severance.^  "A  con- 
tract for  sale  by  a  joint-tenant  seems  to  be,  in  equity,  a  sev- 
erance of  the  joint-tenancy.*^  A  surrender  by  joint-tenant  of 
a' copyhold  estate,  to  enable  the  lord  to  regrant,  is  a  sever- 
ance."^ 

§  31.  Severance  by  Mutual  Agreement. — A  joint-tenancy 
may  be  severed  by  any  contract  entered  into  by  the  cotenants 
for  that  purpose.^  A  mere  declaration  that  a  joint-tenancy 
shall  be  severed  will  not  effect  a  severance,  but  an  express 
agreement  to  that  effect  will.^ 

1  Humphrey  i\  Tayleur,  Amb.  136;  1  Dick,  161. 

^  Williams  i'.  Hensmau,  1  Johns.  &  H.  557. 

3  Doe  v.  Kead,  12  East,  57;  Eoe  v.  Lonsdale,  12  East,  39. 

^  Clerk  V.  Clerk,  2  Vern.  323;  Gould  v.  Kemp,  2  Mylne  &  K.  310. 

=  Simpson  v.  Ammons,  1  Binn.  177;  York  v.  Stone,  1  Salk.  158;  S.  C.  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab. 
293. 

«  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  4  Eng.  ed.  253;  Brown  v.  Eaidle,  3  Ves.  256. 
For  severance  by  marriage  settlements,  see  Caldwell  v.  Fellowes,  L.  E.  9  Eq.  410. 

'  Edwards  v.  Champion,  21  E.  L.  &  E.  230;  S.  C.  1  De  G.  &  S.  75. 

s  Erewen  v.  Eelfe,  2  Brown's  C.  C.  224. 

9  Gould  r.  Kemp,  2  Mylne  &  K.  310;  Patricke  v.  Powlett,  2  Atk.  154. 
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§  32.  Severance  by  a  Course  of  Dealing. — Severance 
may  always  be  inferred  from  tlie  fact  that  tlie  subject-matter 
of  the  joint  ownership  has  been  embarked  in  commercial  or 
speculative  enterprises.  It  may  also  be  inferred  from  any 
other  course  of  dealing  between  the  tenants  manifesting  an 
intent  to  change  the  joint  holding.  Thus,  where  eight  per- 
sons were  interested  in  certain  funds,  and  five  of  them 
directed  the  trustee  to  invest  the  funds  in  a  mortgage,  this 
investment  destroyed  the  joint-tenancy  between  the  five  and 
the  three  others,  but  the  five  remained  joint-tenants  between 
themselves.*  If  money  is  laid  out  jointly  upon  an  estate  held 
in  joint-tenancy  with  a  view  to  its  improvement,  this,  in  this 
Court,  is  a  severance."^  "A  separate  dealing  by  joint-tenants 
of  the  property  may  sever  the  joint-tenancy  and  create  a  ten- 
ancy in  common.  But  I  do  not  think  this  inference  is  to  be 
drawn  merely  from  the  circumstance  that  a  trustee,  having 
realized  part  of  the  estate,  has  paid  the  money  received,  in 
certain  proportions,  to  the  parties  in  severalty.  As  to  the 
money  not  received,  they  still  remain  joint-tenants."^  "Until 
some  act  is  done  to  sever,  the  interest  remains  as  it  previously 
was,  an  interest  in  joint-tenancy.  The  burthen  of  proof  lies 
on  those  who  contend  that  a  joint-tenancy  has  been  severed."' 

§  33.  Severance  by  Process  against  a  Tenant. — The  is- 
suing of  execution  on  a  judgment  operates  as  a  legal  sever- 
ance, if,  without  any  further  proceedings,  a  venditioni  exponas 
may  be  taken  out  and  the  lands  sold.*  "A  fine  or  recovery 
by  one  joint-tenant  only,  severs  the  joint-tenancy."^ 

§  34.  On  a  severance  by  one  only  -where  there  are 
three  tenants,  or  by  two  where  there  are  four  or  more  tenants, 
the  remaining  shares  will  be  held  in  joint-tenancy.  So  where 
one  joint-tenant  aliens  a  moiety  of  his  moiety,  the  severance 
will  affect  only  the  share  so  alienated,  and  an  equal  share  of 
the  other  joint-tenants.  ^     And  where  there  are  eight  joint- 

-  Williams  v.  Honsman,  1  John.  &  Htm.  557. 

-  Telfair  v.  Howe,  3  Iticli.  Eq.  239;  Lyster  v.  Dolland,  1  Vos.  Jr.  434. 
3  Leak  v.  McDowall,  32  Beav.  30. 

*  DavidHon  v.  Heydoii,  2  YeatCH,  4G3;  Hair  v.  Avery,  28  Ala.  207. 
6  Moody  V.  Moody,  Ambl.  G4D;  Ford  v.  Grey,  6  Mod.  45. 
6  Preston  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  CO. 
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tenants,  and  five  effect  a  severance,  the  other  three  remain 
joint-tenants  with  one  another,  and  the  five  become  joint- 
tenants  of  the  portions  severed  and  appropriated  bj  them.' 


JOINT-TENANCY   IN   THE  UNITED   STATES. 

§  35.  Statutes  Abolishing  or  liimiting. — The  importance 
of  the  law  of  joint-tenancj  has  been  very  greatly  diminished 
in  the  United  States.  This  has  been  accomplished  in  three 
ways :  1st,  By  the  entire  abolition  of  this  species  of  tenancy, 
as  in  Georgia,^  Ohio,^  Oregon,^  and  Tennessee.^  2d,  By  the 
enactment  of  laws  providing,  in  eff'ect,  that  at  the  decease  of 
any  joint-tenant  his  moiety  should  be  distribnted  to  his  heirs, 
or  devisees,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  w^ere  a  tenant  in 
common.  This  last  course  has  been  pursued  by  the  Legis- 
latures of  Alabama,^  Arkansas,'  Florida,^  North  Carolina,^ 
Pennsylvania  (Purdon's  Dig.  815,)  South  Carolina,'"  Texas,'' 
Virginia,'^  West  Virginia,'^  and  Kentucky;'^  while  in  Connec- 
ticut the  judiciary,  at  a  very  early  day,  and  apparently  with- 
out any  legislative  authority,  entirely  ignored  what  tliey  quite 
appropriately  styled  ' '  the  odious  and  unjust  doctrine  of  sur- 
vivorship." '^  The  third  and  principal  way  by  which  the  num- 
ber of  joint-tenancies  has  been  greatly  diminished  is  by  the 
enactment  of  statutes  changing  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
so  far  as  to  require  a  grantor  or  devisor,  wishing  to  create  a 
joint-tenancy,  to  insert  words  in  his  deed  or  devise  clearly 

'  Williams  v.  Hensman,  1  Johns.  &  H.  557. 

■-'  Code,  Geo.  sec.  2300;  Lowe  v.  Brooks,  23  Geo.  325. 

'^  Sergeant  v.  Steinberger,  2  Ohio,  305;  Miles  v.  Fisher,  10  Ohio,  1;  Wilson  v.  Flem- 
ing, 13  Ohio,  68. 

*  Deady's  Comp.  719,  sec.  38.  » 

*  Code  of  Tenu.,  sec.  2010. 
B  Code  of  Ala.,  sec.  1582. 

~>  "All  survivorships  of  real  and  personal  estate  are  forever  abolished."  -  (Ark.  Dig. 
by  Gould,  G28.) 

8  Thompson's  Digest,  191;  Bnsh's  Dig.  286. 

»  Weir  V.  Tate,  4  Ired.  Eq.  264. 

">  Comp.  Laws,  ©d.  of  1873,  440. 

"  Oldham  v.  White's  Dig.  245;  Paschal's  Dig.  Art.  3429. 

'^  3  Rob.  Pr.  162-3. 

13  Code  West  Va.  462,  sees.  18  and  19. 

'*  1  Washb.  on  R.  P.  424;  Genl.  St.  of  Ky.,  ed.  1873,  586. 

'5  Whittlesey  i\  Fuller,  11  Conn.  340,  approving  Phelps  i'.  Jepson,  1  Boot,  48,  de- 
cided in  1769. 
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showing  sncli  intent.^  The  absence  of  such  enactments  in 
England  caused  expressions  of  regret  to  escape  from  Vice- 
chancellor  W.  Page  Wood,  in  pronouncing  judgment  in  the 
case  of  Williams  v.  Hensman.     He  said:    "In  these  questions 

'  The  following  note  exhibits  the  prorisions  of  most  of  the  statutes  in  the  United 
States  by  which  the  common  law  presumption  in  favor  of  joint-tenancy  has  been  dis- 
placed in  favor  of  tenancy  in  common. 

In  Califobnia,  "a  joint  interest  is  one  owned  by  several  persons  in  equal  shares, 
by  a  title  created  by  a  single  wUl  or  transfer,  when  expressly  declared  in  the  will  or 
transfer  to  be  a  joint-tenancy,  or  when  granted  or  devised  to  executors  or  trustees  as 
joint- ten  ants."  (Sec.  683  Civil  Code.)  Sec.  686  same  Code  further  declares  that 
"every  interest  created  in  favor  of  several  persons  in  their  own  right  is  an  interest 
in  common,"  unless  acquired  by  a  partnership,  or  declared  at  its  creation  to  be  a  joint 
interest,  or  acquired  as  commimity  property. 

In  Delaware,  "no  estate  in  joint-tenancy  in  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
shall  be  held  or  claimed  by  or  tinder  any  grant,  devise,  or  conveyance  made  to  any 
persons  other  than  to  executors  or  trustees,  unless  the  premises  therein  mentioned 
shall  be  expressly  granted,  devised,  or  conveyed  to  sitch  persons  to  be  held  as  joint- 
tenants  and  not  as  tenants  in  common."     (Sec.  1720  Eev.  St.  Del.  ed.  of  1852.) 

In  Illes'Ois,  sec.  5  of  Chapter  on  Conveyances  (see  Comp.  Laws,  ed.  of  1868,  101) 
enacts  that  "  no  estate  in  joint-tenancy  in  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
shall  be  held  or  claimed  under  any  grant,  devise,  or  conveyance  whatsoever,  hereto- 
fore or  hereafter  made,  other  than  to  executors  or  trustees,  ttnless  the  premises  therein 
mentioned  shall  expressly  bo  thereby  declared  to  pass,  not  in  tenancy  in  common,  but 
in  joint- tenancy;  and  every  such  estate,  other  than  to  exectttors  or  trustees,  (unless 
otherwise  expressly  declared  as  aforesaid,)  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenaucy  in  common." 

Sec.  7  of  Act  concerning  Conveyances  in  Indiana,  i^rovides  that  "  all  conveyances 
and  devises  of  lands,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  made  to  two  or  more  persons,  except 
as  pro\aded  in  the  next  followiag  section,  shall  bo  construed  to  create  estates  in  com- 
mon and  not  in  joint-tenancy;  tmless  it  shall  be  expressed  therein  that  the  grantees 
or  devisees  shall  hold  the  same  in  joint-tenaney  and  to  the  surAavor  of  them,  or  it 
shall  manifestly  appear,  from  the  tenor  of  the  instrument,  that  it  was  intended  to 
create  an  estate  in-joint-teuancy."  Sec.  8  provides  that  section  7  shall  not  apply  to 
mortgages,  nor  to  conveyances  in  trust,  nor  to  conveyances  to  husband  and  wife. 

By  sec.  1939  Code  of  Iowa,  "conveyances  to  two  or  more  in  their  own  right  create 
a  tenancy  in  common,  unless  a  contrary  intent  is  exiDressed." 

In  Kentucky,  "when  a  joint-tenant  dies,  his  part  of  the  joint  estate,  real  or  per- 
gonal, shall  descend  to  his  heirs,  or  psss  by  devise,  or  go  to  his  personal  representa- 
tives, subject  to  debts,  curtesy,  dower,  or  distribution."  (Genl.  St.  ed.  of  1873,  p.  586, 
sec.  13.)  But  this  section  does  not  apply  to  the  estates  of  executors  or  trustees,  nor 
to  other  States,  when  it  appears  that  it  was  intended  that  the  part  of  one  dying  should 
belong  to  the  others.     (Tb.  sec.  14.) 

In  Maine,  "conveyances  not  in  mortgage,  and  devises  of  land  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons, create  estates  in  common,  unless  otherwise  expressed.  Estates  vested  in  sur- 
vivors upon  the  principle  of  joint-tenancy  are  to  be  so  held."  (Rev.  St.  Maine,  ed.  of 
1871,  559.) 

In  Maevland,  the  Act  of  1822,  ch.  162,  declares  that  "no  deed,  devise,  or  other  in- 
strument of  writing  wliich  may  hereafter  be  executed,  shall  bo  construed  to  create  an 
estate  in  joint-tenancy,  unless  in  such  deed,  devise,  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  it 
is  expressly  provided  that  the  property  conveyed  Ijy  such  died,  devise,  etc.,  is  to  be 
held  in  joint-tenancy."  (See  Craft  v.  Wilcox,  4  Gill.  506;  Purdy  v.  Purdy,  3  Md.  Ch. 
Dec.  547;  Maryland  Code,  sec.  350,  p.  12,  where  the  words  "wliich  may  hereafter  Iw 
executed"  are  omitted.) 
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of  joint-tenancy,  the  -Court  has  frequently  been  driven  to  rely 
on  minute  grounds  for  holding  a  severance  to  have  taken 
place,  by  the  unfortunate  circumstance  that  the  Legislature 
has  not  thought  fit  to  interpose  by  introducing  the  rule,  that 

In  Massachusetts,  sees.  13  and  14  of  the  Chapter  on  Conveyances  are  similar  to 
sees.  7  and  8  of  the  Indiana  Act,  already  quoted.     (Bev.  of  1860,  466-7.) 

In  Michigan,  "all  grants  and  devises  of  lands,  made  to  two  or  more  persons,  except 
as  provided  in  the  following  section,  shall  he  construed  to  create  estates  in  common, 
and  not  in  joint-tenancy,  unless  expressly  declared  to  he  in  joint-tenancy."  (Sec.  44, 
1329,  Comp.  Laws  of  Mich.  1871.)  Sec.  45  provides  that  the  preceding  section  shall 
not  apply  to  mortgages,  nor  to  devises  or  grants  made  in  trust,  or  made  to  executors, 
or  to  husband  and  wife. 

Minnesota.— Sec.  44  of  the  Act  of  this  State  in  regard  to  Estates  in  Eeal  Property, 
is  a  copy  of  sec.  41  of  same  act  of  Michigan,  quoted  above.  The  exception  from  the 
operation  of  the  section  does  not  name  conveyances  to  husband  and  wife.  (Genl.  St. 
of  Minn.  ed.  of  1873,  617.) 

MissoTJBi.—"  Every  interest  in  real  estate  granted  or  devised  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons, other  than  to  executors  and  trustees,  or  to  husband  and  wife,  shall  be  a  tenancy 
in  common,  unless  expressly  declared  in  such  grant  or  devise  to  be  in  joint-tenancy." 
(Comp.  Law,  ed.  of  1865,  443.) 

In  Nevada,  "  every  intei-est  in  real  estate  granted  or  devised  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons, other  than  executors  or  trustees,  as  such,  shall  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  unless 
expressly  declared  in  the  grant  or  devise  to  be  a  joint-tenancy."  (Sec.  269  Comp. 
Laws  of  Nev.) 

New  Hampshtre. — "  Every  conveyance  or  devise  of  real  estate  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons shall  be  construed  to  create  an  estate  in  common  and  not  in  joint-tenancy,  unless 
it  shall  be  expressed  therein  that  such  an  estate  is  to  be  holden  by  the  grantees  or  de- 
visees as  joint-tenants,  or  to  them  and  the  survivor  of  them,  or  other  words  are  used 
clearly  expressing  an  intention  to  create  a  joint-tenancy."  (Genl.  St.  ed.  of  1867,  253, 
being  sec.  14  of  act  concerning  conveyances.) 

New  Jeesey.— The  act  of  Feb.  4,  1812,  declares:  "No  estate,  after  the  passing  of 
this  act,  shall  in  this  State  be  considered  and  adjudged  to  be  an  estate  in  joint-tenancy 
except  it  be  expressly  set  forth  in  the  grant  or  devise  creating  such  estate,  that  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  create  an  estate  in  joinfrtenancy  and  not  an  estate  in 
common,  any  law,  usage,  or  decision  heretofore  made  to  the  contrary  notwithstand- 
ing."    (Nixon's  Digest,  4th  ed.  150.) 

New  Yoek.—"  Every  estate  gi-anted  or  devised  to  two  or  more  persons,  in  then-  own 
right,  shall  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  unless  expressly  declared  to  be  in  joint-tenancy; 
but  every  estate  vested  in  executors  or  trustees,  as  such,  shall  be  held  by  them  in 
joint- tenancy.  This  section  shall  apply  as  well  to  estates  already  created  or  vested,  as 
to  estates  hereafter  to  be  granted  or  devised.  (Rev.  St.  of  N.  Y.  vol.  3,  p.  14,  ed.  of 
1859.) 

In  Ehode  Island,  all  grants,  devises,  etc.,  made  to  two  or  more  persons,  whether 
husband  and  wife  or  not,  shall  be  construed  as  creating  a  tenancy  in  common,  unless 
a  contrary  intent  appears.     (Comp.  Laws,  ed.  of  1872,  348.) 

Tennessee.—"  In  all  estates,  real  and  personal,  held  in  joint-tenancy,  the  part  or 
share  of  any  tenant  dying  shall  not  descend  or  go  to  the  surviving  tenant  or  tenants, 
but  shall  descend  or  be  vested  in  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administi-ators  respectively 
of  the  tenant  so  dying,  in  the  same  manner  as  estates  held  by  tenancy  in  common." 
(Genl.  St.  ed.  of  1873,  sec.  2010.) 

The  law  in  Veemont  is  similar  to  that  of  Bhode  Island,  but  it  excepts  devises  and 
conveyances  in  trust,  or  to  husband  and  wife.     (Genl.  St.  of  Vt.  App.  1870,  446.) 
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express  words  shall  be  required  to  create  a  joint-tenancy,  in 
place  of  the  contrary  rule  which  is  established,  that  words 
pointing  to  severalty  of  interest  are  necessary  to  constitute  a 
tenancy  in  common.  Under  certain  circumstances,  as  in  the 
case  of  mortgages  of  trust  money,  a  joint-tenancy  is  a  con- 
siderable convenience ;  but  it  would  be  very  desirable  that,  in 
general,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  direction,  a  tenancy  in 
common  should  be  the  construction  adopted."^ 

§  36.  The  Retroactive  Effect  of  the  Statutes  abolishing 
the  right  of  survivorship,  or  enacting  that  no  estate  shall  be 
held  in  joint-tenancy  unless  so  provided  in  the  deed  creating 
it,  has  been  sustained  in  some  of  the  States,  but  denied  in 
others.  Thus,  in  Pennsylvania,  a  statute  enacted  that  the 
part  of  the  joint-tenant  who  should  die  first  "shall  not  accrue 
to  the  survivor,  but  shall  descend,  or  pass  by  devise."  In 
construing  this  statute,  the  Court  said:  " Something  was  said 
in  the  argument  of  this  cause  against  the  constitutional  power 
of  the  Legislature  to  pass  an  act  affecting  estates  then  in  exist- 
ence. But,  on  this  point,  we  have  no  doubt :  the  act  deprived 
no  man  of  his  property.  Where  title  had  already  accnied  by 
survivorship,  it  remained  untouched.  The  only  effect  of  the 
law  was,  to  place  the  parties  on  an  equal  and  sure  footing, 
leaving  nothing  to  chance;  without  depriving  them,  however, 
of  the  right  of  making  any  agreement  between  themselves 
which  they  may  think  proper.  In  such  a  law,  there  is  nothing 
like  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  property,  nor  anything  which 
is  forbidden  by  the  constitution  of  the  Commonwealth.  "^  By 
statute  passed  as  early  as  1785,  Massachusetts  declared  that 
all  gifts  or  grants  which  have  been  or  shall  bo  made  to  two  or 
more  persons,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  estates  in  common. 
"The  statute,"  said  Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  "in  its  terms,  applies  to 
estates  created  before  as  well  as  after  its  enactment.  The 
principle  is  nevertheless  correct,  that  the  Legislature  cannot 
impair  the  title  to  estates,  Avithout  the  consent  of  the  pro- 
prietors, unless  for  public  objects,  when  an  adequate  con- 

»  Johns.  &  H,  557. 

'■«  Bambaugh  v.  Bambaugh,  11  S.  &  R,  193, 
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sideration  shall  be  provided.  But  there  can  be  no  objection 
to  the  operation  of  any  legislative  act  retrospectively,  which 
shall  enlarge  or  otherwise  make  more  valuable  the  title  to  any 
estate,  for  the  consent  of  the  holder  may  always  be  presumed 
to  such  acts.  Now,  it  was  clearly  for  the  interest  of  both 
the  grantees  in  the  deed  under  consideration,  that  they  should 
hold  as  tenants  in  common  rather  than  as  joint-tenants,  inas- 
much as  a  certain  inheritance  in  a  moiety  is  more  valuable 
than  an  uncertain  right  of  succession  to  the  wdiole;  and  in 
this  view,  the  objection  to  the  operation  of  the  statute,  we 
think,  is  avoided."'  On  the  other  hand,  the  highest  Courts 
of  some  of  the  other  States,  without  going  into  any  discus- 
sion of  principles,  or  giving  any  insight  into  the  reasons 
which  led  them  to  do  so,  have  declared  that  "the  Legisla- 
ture had  not  competent  authority  to  give  such  an  effect  to  the 
statute  as  would  deprive  joint-tenants  of  one  of  the  essential 
elements  of  their  tenure — the  right  of  survivorship."^ 

§  37.  Creation  notwithstanding  Statutes. — No  doubt, 
but  few  attempts  have  been  made,  either  by  deed  or  devise, 
to  create  joint -tenancies  by  express  words  to  that  effect,  in 
opposition  to  those  statutes  which  have  created  presumptions 
in  favor  of  tenancy  in  common.  The  fact  that  these  attempts 
have  been  so  unfrequent  shows  that,  with  the  American 
people,  joint-tenancy,  if  not  a  subject  of  aversion,  is  rarely  a 
matter  of  preference.  The  words  "Jointli/  and  severally'"  in  a 
deed,  though  not  inconsistent  with  the  granting  of  a  joint 
estate,  are  not  sufficient  to  create  a  joint-tenancy  in  Massa- 
chusetts.'* The  statute  in  Delaware,  provides  that  the  estate 
shall  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  unless  the  deed  or  devise  shows 
that  it  is  "to  be  held  as  joint-tenancy,  and  not  as  a  tenancy 
in  common."  The  words  to  A  and  B,  "jointly  their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,"  were  not  deemed  sufficient  to  create  a 
joint  estate,  because  the  term  "jointly"  does  not  necessarily 

'  Miller  i'.  Miller,  16  Mass.  Gl.  See  also  similar  views  expressed  by  Wilde,  J.  in 
Anable  v.  Patch,  3  Pick.  363. 

-  Greer  v.  Blanchar,  40  Cal.  198;  Dewey  i'.  Lambier,  7  Cal.  348;  The  Boston  Frank- 
linite  Co.  v.  Condit,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  399;  Den  ex  deni.  Berdau  y.  Van  Kiper,  1  Harr. 
N.  J.  10. 

•^  Miller  u.  Miller,  16  Mass.  60;  Bughardt  v.  Turner,  12  Pick.  538.  In  this  last  case, 
the  words  were  "jointly  to  be  equally  divided." 
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mean  a  joint-tenancy,  but  may  be  applied  to  tenants  in  com- 
mon who  held  jointly  until  severance.'  A  devise  made  by  a 
father  to  his  "children  and  the  survivor  and  survivors  of 
them/'  contain  apt  words  to  create  a  joint  estate.  The  child- 
ren will  consequently  hold  as  joint-tenants  even  under  the 
statute  in  force  in  Massachusetts.^ 

§  38.  Not  forbidden  by  Law. — The  statutes  enacting 
that  at  the  decease  of  a  joint-tenant  his  moiety  shall  descend 
to  his  heirs  at  law,  or  be  subject  to  his  devise,  do  not,  it 
seems,  place  it  beyond  the  power  of  a  testator  to  create  a 
survivorship.  Thus,  where  a  devise  was  made  to  three  per- 
sons "as  joint-tenants,  and  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,"  the  intent  to  create  a  joint-tenancy  and  a  survivorship 
was  so  clearly  manifested,  that  the  Court  could  only  refuse  to 
carry  it  into  effect  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  an  unlaAvful 
intent.  But  the  Court  did  not  consider  that  the  statute  had 
made  such  an  intent  illegal,  and  therefore  recognized  and  en- 
forced the  claim  of  the  surviving  devisee  to  the  whole  prop- 
erty.^ 

§  39.    Dower  under  Statutes  abolishing  Survivorship. — 

It  has  already  been  shown  that  the  right  of  the  surviving 
joint-tenant  to  the  whole  estate  was,  at  common  law,  para- 
mount to  the  claim  of  the  wife  of  the  deceased  cotenant  for 
dower.  By  the  several  American  statutes  abolishing  surviv- 
orship), the  only  obstacle  to  the  wife's  obtaining  dower  has 
been  removed;  and  in  the  States  where  those  statutes  exist, 
her  claim  has  been  as  fiilly  recognized  as  though  her  hus- 
band's estate  had  been  that  of  a  tenant  in  common.^ 

^  40.  Lapsing  of  Legacies  and  Devises. — We  have  seen 
that  in  at  least  ten  of  the  States  of  the  American  Union,  the 
only  interference  with  joint-tenancy  has  been  by  abolishing 
the  right  of  survivorship.'^    A  very  important  question  neces- 

I  Davis  V.  Smith,  4  Harr.  C8. 
-  Stimpson  r.  Batterman,  5  Cush.  155. 

■'■  Arnold  i'.  Jack's  Exccutort;,  2-i  Penn.  St.  57;  Lentz  v.  Lcntz,  2  Phila.  117. 
*  Holbrook  v.  Finney,  4  Mass.  508;  Ilccd  v  Kennedy,  2  Strob.  G9;  Weir  v.  Tate,  i 
Ircd.  Eq.  277;  Davis  v.  Logan,  '.)  Dana,  185;  James  v.  Rowan,  G  S.  &  M.  393. 
'■>  See  sec.  35. 
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sarily  arising  in  these  States,  is  whether,  when  a  deed,  devise, 
or  bequest,  is  made  to  two  or  more,  without  any  words  of 
severance,  and  one  of  them,  from  death  or  from  any  other 
cause,  cannot  receive  the  estate  granted  or  bequeathed,  shall 
his  moiety  vest  in  those  who  are  competent  to  receive  the 
estate,  or  shall  it  lapse,  as  in  case  of  a  grant  or  devise,  to  two 
or  more  as  tenants  in  common.     In  the  Appendix  to  Wythe's 
Eeports^  can  be  found  the  most  thorough  discussion  of  the 
common  law  doctrines  and  incidents  of  joint-tenancy  which 
it  has  ever  been  our  good  fortune  to  discover.    After  showing 
that  at  common  law  the  rule  that  the  grantees  or  devisees  who 
are  competent  to  take  the  thing  granted,  take  the  whole  as 
though  they  only  had  been  named  in  the  grant  or  devise,  and 
that  this  rule  was  of  universal  appKcation  unless  the  estate 
was  limited  to  them  separately,  and  that  it  seemed  to  be  in 
nowise  dependent  upon  the  jus  accrescendi,  the  author  pro- 
ceeds to  speak  as  follows  of  the  statute  of  Virginia  taking 
away  the  right  of  survivorship:   "  It  does  not  annihilate  the 
legal  entity  called  a  joint  estate,  so  as  to  prevent  any  such 
estate  from  vesting,  nor  does  it  destroy  the  joint  estate  forth- 
with after  it  has  vested.     On  the  contrary,  it  permits  the 
estate  to  subsist  as  joint,  with  all  its  former  incidents,  during 
the  joint  lives  of  all  its  owners;   and  if,  in  that  time,  j)arti- 
tion  be  made,  or  a  severance  effected  without  partition,  it  is 
quiescent  as  a  dead  letter.     It  begins  to  operate  at  all  only 
when  one  of  the  joint-tenants  has  died  before  partition  or 
severance.     And  on  the  happening  of  that  event,  and  from 
thenceforth,  it  directs  that  the  part  of  the  deceased  shall  be 
considered  as  if  he  had  been  a  tenant  in  common,  not  from 
the  beginning,  but  only  when  the  event  to  which  it  refers 
happened.     Where  it  applies,  and  to  the  extent  of  its  appli- 
cation, it  operates,  in  articulo  mortis,  a  statutory  severance; 
and  that  is  all.     It  does  not  extirpate  the  quality  of  a  joint 
estate,  which  made  it  produce,  among  other  fruits,  the  jus 
accrescendi,  but  only  destroys  in  the  moment  of  production, 
or  blights  by  anticipation  in  the  bloom,  that  particular  fruit. 
In  this  manner,  it  modifies  the  nature  of  a  joint-tenancy  by 
the  common  law,  so  far  as  to  take  away  one  of  the  incidents 

1  See  Wythe's  Eep.  361. 
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which  the  law  has  annexed  to  it,  but  leaves  it  in  all  other 
respects  as  it  was.  "^  *  -  In  short,  since  the  statute,  joint- 
tenants  seem  to  have  an  estate  that  is  to  all  purposes  joint, 
both  in  its  inception  and  also  in  its  continuance,  until  a  de- 
struction or  severance  thereof  takes  place;  which  latter, 
where  an  interest  has  become  vested,  is  effectuated  bj  the 
statute  at  the  moment  any  of  them  dies,  to  the  extent  of  his 
part;  and  henceforth  that  part  is  to  be  regarded  as  it  would 
have  been  (though  the  statute  had  never  been  enacted)  if  the 
joint  estate  had  been  to  the  same  extent  dissevered  by  any  of 
the  means  which  theretofore  existed.  And,  if  this  be  the  sum 
of  its  efficacy,  the  consequence  seems  to  be,  that  in  regard 
to  the  lapsing  of  devises  and  legacies,  and  also  in  regard  to 
the  vesting  of  estates  created  or  transferred  by  conveyances 
inter  vivos,  it  has  been  productive  of  no  change  whatever."^ 

§  41.  Property  still  held  in  Joint-Tenancy. — The  stat- 
utes of  the  several  States  in  regard  to  joint-tenancy  (most  of 
which  have  already  been  cited)  do  not,  as  a  rule,  include 
all  kinds  of  property.  So  far  as  there  are  any  decisions  upon 
this  subject,  they  establish  the  general  proposition  that  joint- 
tenancy  is  only  abolished  as  to  the  species  of  property  neces- 
sarily included  in  the  words  of  the  statute.  Thus,  in  Massa- 
chusetts, all  conveyances  and  devises,  made  to  two  or  more, 
were,  except  in  certain  cases,  to  be  deemed  tenancies  in 
common.  This  statute,  it  was  held,  did  not  affect  an  estate 
acquired  by  disseisin,  for  the  disseisors  held  neither  by  deed 
nor  by  devise.-  For  a  like  reason,  the  statutes  of  Massachu- 
setts, New  York,  and  Vermont,  did  not  affect  personal  estate. 
These  statutes  spoke  of  gi-ants  and  devises;  terms  which  apply 
to  real  estate,  and  to  real  estate  only.'*  The  statute  of 
Arkansas  enacted  that  "all  survivorships  of  real  and  personal 
estates  are  forever  abolished."    The  Courts  of  that  State  con- 

'  Wythe's  Reports,  379,  380.  The  position  here  taken  is  no  doubt  inconsistent  with 
Sawyer  i'.  Trueblood's  Exrs.  1  Murph.  190;  but  that  case  is  apparently  a  misstatement 
rather  than  an  interpretation  of  the  statute  under  which  it  was  made,  and  does  not 
accord  with  tliO  later  cast;  of  Weir  v.  Humphries,  4  Ired.  Eq.  277. 

'■«  Putney  r.  Dresser,  2  Met.  58G. 

■>  Putnan  r.  Putiian,  4  Bradf.  300;  Decamp  v.  Hall,  42  Vt.  485;  Emerson  v.  Cutler, 
M  Pick.  110. 
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siderecl  that  the  sole  object  of  this  act  was  to  avoid  the  inci- 
dent of  survivorship  whereby  the  longest  liver  became  sole 
owner  of  the  entire  estate ;  that  the  act  was  not  intended  to 
interfere  with  the  legal  right  of  the  surviving  owner  of  a  joint 
chose  in  action  to  prosecute  a  suit  thereon  in  his  own  name ; 
and  therefore  such  a  construction  was  given  to  the  act  as  al- 
lowed one  of  the  payees  of  a  promissory  note  to  maintain  an 
action  thereon  after  the  decease  of  the  other  payee.' 

§  42.  Mortgagees.— The  statute  of  Massachusetts,  passed 
in  1785,  provided  that  all  conveyances  to  two  or  more  grantees 
shall  be  adjudged  to  convey  estates  in  common,  unless  an 
intent  to  joass  a  joint  estate  apj)ear  from  the  conveyance. 
The  question  arose,  at  quite  an  early  day,  whether  this  statute 
abolished  joint-tenancy  in  mortgages.  Chief  Justice  Parsons 
delivered  the  opinion,  holding  that  the  mortgagees  were 
joint-tenants,  saying:  "As  upon  the  death  of  either  mort- 
gagee, the  remedy  to  recover  the  debt  would  survive,  we  are 
of  the  oi)inion  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  the 
mortgage  or  collateral  security  should  comport  with  that 
remedy;  and,  for  this  purpose,  the  mortgaged  estate  should 
survive.  Ui)on  any  other  construction,  but  one  moiety  of 
the  mortgaged  tenements  would  remain  a  collateral  security 
for  the  joint  debt;  which  would  be  clearly  repugnant  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage."-  Judge  Story  in 
deciding  the  same  question,  under  a  statute  similar  to  the 
Massachusetts  statute  of  1785,  dissented  from  the  conclusion 
reached  by  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  and  denied  the  premises  on 
which  it  was  based.  He  said:  "But  with  great  deference  to 
the  learned  Judge,  the  doctrine,  that  a  conveyance  in  mort- 
gage to  two  persons,  as  tenants  in  common,  becomes  by  the 
death  of  either  no  security,  except  for  a  moiety,  cannot,  in 
my  judgment,  be  maintained  in  point  of  law.  No  authority 
is  cited  for  it,  and  it  seems  to  me  irreconcilable  with  estab- 
lished principles.  It  cannot  be  deduced  from  the  fact,  that 
the  debt  vests  by  survivorship  in  one  party,  while  the  estate 

'  Trammell  v.  Harrell,  4  Ai-k.  602;  Sessions  v.  Peay,  19  lb.  269. 

-  Appleton  V.  Boyd,  7  Mass.  134;  Burnett  v.  Pratt,  22  Pick.  556.  In  Massachusetts, 
mortgages  are  now  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  statute.  Blake  v.  Sanborn,  8 
Gray,  154. 
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would  pass  to  another.  For  at  the  common  law,  upon  the 
death  of  the  mortgagee,  the  estate  in  the  land  vests  in  the 
heir,  while  the  debt  vests  in  the  administrator.  Upon  the 
like  argument,  it  ought  to  follow  in  such  case,  that  by  the 
death  of  the  mortgagee,  the  whole  security  in  the  land  should 
be  gone ;  and  yet  it  is  well  established  that  the  heir  takes  the 
land  by  descent,  subject  to  redemption,  and  that  the  debt 
belongs  to  the  administrator."  After  proceeding,  by  addi- 
tional illustrations,  to  show  that  by  holding  the  mortgagees 
to  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  no  incon- 
venience would  result  in  enforcing  their  remedy,  and  that  no 
diminution  or  division  of  the  security  would  ensue.  Judge 
Story  rejected  the  Massachusetts  decision,  and  declared  that 
the  mortgagees  did  not  hold  as  joint-tenants.' 

§  43.  Co-Trustees. — Some  of  the  statutes  enacted  in  the 
various  States  for  the  purpose  of  abolishing  or  discouraging 
joint-tenancy,  or  of  robbing  it  of  its  grand  incident  of  sur- 
vivorship, except  from  their  operation  estates  granted  or  de- 
vised to  two  or  more  as  trustees.  But,  independent  of  any 
express  exception,  it  has  been  generally,  but  not  universally, 
decided  that  these  statvites  do  not  apply  to  estates  held  in 
trust.  The  object  of  the  statutes  was  to  prevent  the  vesting 
of  the  w^hole  estate  in  one  of  the  cotenants  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  heirs  of  the  other.  It  was  thought  best  to  change  the 
rule  of  the  common  law  so  that  the  cotenant's  heirs,  who  were 
supposed  to  be  dear  as  well  as  near  to  him,  and  who  had  the 
strongest  claims  to  his  protection  and  to  such  advancement 
as  might  be  obtained  from  his  estate,  should  not  be,  in  effect, 
disinherited,  in  the  absence  of  some  express  stipulation  in 
the  deed  by  which  the  estate  was  created,  clearly  indicating 
that  it  was  taken  subject  to  the  hazard  of  survivorship.  But 
when  lands  are  granted  to  two  or  more  persons  to  be  by  them 
held  in  trust,  they  have  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  grant. 
If  either  die,  the  vesting  of  the  entire  legal  estate  in  the  other 
as  survivor  has  no  tendency  to  operate  to  the  prejudice  of 
those  interested  as  beneficiaries.  No  children  are,  in  effect, 
disinlierited   for  the   advantage  of   a   stranger.      The  f)arty 

'  Kaudall  c.  Pliilliiw,  3  Mason  C.  C.  380. 

C.  k  P.— 7 
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creating  the  trust  estate  can  hardly  be  supposed  to  have  de- 
signed it  to  be  held  as  a  tenancy  in  common;  for  if  so  held, 
the  death  of  either  trustee,  and  the  consequent  descent  of 
his  legal  estate  to  his  heirs,  would  necessarily  devolve,  in 
part,  the  management  of   the  trust  upon  persons  who  were 
strangers  to  the  trustor,  and  upon  whom  he  never  thought  of 
calling  for  its  execution.     The  trustor,  it  may  well  be  pre- 
sumed, intended  that  all  the  trustees  should  join  in  effectu- 
ating the  trust;   but  when,  from  death,  one  of  them  can  no 
longer  act,  the  trustor's  designs  will  probably  be  better  ac- 
complished by  regarding  the  remaining  trustees  as  being  ex- 
clusively charged  with  the  administration  of  the  trust,  than 
by  introducing  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  or  an  appointee  of 
some  Court  to  represent  the  late  trustee  and  to  participate  in 
the  management  of  the  trust  estate.     Because  the  mischiefs 
which  these  statutes  were  intended  to  avoid  never  worked  as 
mischiefs  but  rather  as  advantages  in  connection  with  estates 
held  by  trustees,  these  estates  are  regarded  as  beyond  the 
scope  and  intent,  and  therefore  beyond  the  operation  of  the 
statutes,  and  are  liable  to  descend  to  the  survivor  or  sur- 
vivors, and  in  other  respects  to  be  treated  as  at  common  law.^ 
On   the   other  hand,  it  has  been  contended  that  a  person 
choosing  two  trustees  does  so  because  he  wants  more  than 
one,  and  that  on  conveying  to  two  and  their  heirs,  he  naturally 
supposes  that  the  heir  of  the  one  who  first  dies  will  act  with 
the  survivor;  that  while  the  evil  consequences  of  survivorship 
are  less  in  connection  with  trust  estates  than  with  others,  still 
this  does  not  justify  Courts  in  exempting  them  from  the  ope- 
ration of  those  statutes  which  on  their  face  fail  to  express 
any  such  exemption,  and  that  "it  is  much  better  for  Courts 
to  be  governed  by  the  plain  words  of  a  statute  than  to  aim  at 
evading  their  effect,  even  for  good  ends;    and  in  no  case 
should  they  be  overridden,  except  one  of  evident  necessity 
to  affect  an  intent  plainly  shown. "^ 

»  Parsons  v.  Boyd,  20  Ala.  118;  Powell  w.  Knox,  16  Ala.  364;  Gray  v.  Lynch,  8  Gill. 
423;  P.  R.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  L.  N.  Co.  36  Pa.  S.  204;  Shartz  v.  Unangst,  3  Watts  &  S.  45;. 
Stewart  v.  Pettus,  10  Mo.  755. 

^  The  Boston  Franklinite  Co.  v.  Condit,  19  N.^  J.  Eq.  398. 
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§  44.  Joint-Tenancy  of  Trust  Estates. — Havingshowu  tliat 
trust  estates,  not-^vitlistauding  the  various  American  statutes 
relating  to  joint-tenancy,  are  held  as  at  common  law,  we  may 
now,  without  departing  from  the  general  plan  of  this  work, 
briefly  consider  when  and  how  far  a  tnist  estate  held  by  two 
or  more  was  necessarily  a  joint-tenancy  at  common  law. 
"Where  more  tnistees  than  one  are  appointed,  the  tinist 
property  is  almost  invariably  limited  to  them  as  joint-tenants; 
and  even  if  the  terms  of  the  gift  rendered  this  at  all  doubtful, 
the  Court,  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  would  doubtless  en- 
deavor, if  possible,  to  affix  this  construction  to  it.  Therefore, 
upon  the  death  of  one  of  the  original  trustees,  the  whole 
estate,  whether  real  or  personal,  devolves  upon  the  survivors, 
and  so  on  continually  to  the  last  surviovor."^  "As  co-trustees 
have  an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest,  their  office  also 
must  be  impressed  with  the  quality  of  survivorship :  as  if  an 
estate  be  vested  in  two  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell  and  one  of 
them  die,  the  other  may  sell;  and  if  an  advowson  be  conveyed 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  present  a  proper  clerk,  the  sui-vivor 
may  present."^  That  an  estate  vested  in  two  or  more  as  trus- 
tees survives  in  case  of  the  death  of  one,  is  nowhere  denied. 
The  chief  difficulty  is  to  determine  whether  the  instrument 
creating  the  alleged  trust  vests  an  estate  in  the  trustees,  or 
merely  gives  them  a  naked  power  to  sell.  "The  general 
principle  of  the  common  law,  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke, 
(Co.  Litt.  112  b,)  and  sanctioned  by  many  judicial  decisions, 
is,  that  when  the  power  given  to  several  persons  is  a  mere 
naked  power  to  sell,  not  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  must  be 
executed  by  all,  and  does  not  survive.  But  when  the  power 
is  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  may  be  executed  by  the  sur- 
vivor. But  the  difficulty  arises  in  the  application  of  the  rule 
to  particular  cases.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  as  the 
better  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  English  cases  on  this 
question,  that  a  mere  direction  in  a  will  to  the  executors  to 
sell  land,  without  any  words  vesting  in  them  an  interest  in 
the  land,  or  creating  a  tnist,  will  only  be  a  naked  power 

'  Hill  on  Tnistees,  303. 

^  Lcwin  on  Trusts,  300;  Lano  v.  Debenham,  17  Jur.  1005;  Shook  V.  Shook,  19  Barb. 
653;  Wheatley  v.  Boyd,  7  Exc.  20;  King  v.  Leach,  2  Hare,  59. 
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which  does  not  survive.     In  such  case,  there  is  no  one  who 
has  a  right  to  enforce  an  execution  of  the  power.     But  when 
anything  is  directed  to  be  done,  in  which  third  persons  are 
interested,  and  who  have  a  right  to  call  on  the  executors  to 
execute   the  power,   such   power  sm-vives.      This   becomes 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  object  of  the  power. 
It  is  not  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest  in  the  executors, 
because  they  may  derive  a  personal  benefit  from  the  devise. 
For  a  trust  will  survive  though  no  way  beneficial  to  the  trus- 
tee.    It  is  the  possession  of  the  legal  estate,  or  a  right  in  the 
subject  over  which  the  power  is  to  be  exercised,  that  makes 
the  interest  in  question.     And  when  an  executor,  guardian, 
or  other  tnistee,  is  invested  with  the  rents  and  profits  of  land, 
for  the  sale  or  use  of  another,  it  is  still  an  authority  coupled 
with  an  interest,  and  survives."^     "It  is  not  necessary  that 
the  interest  coupled  with  the  power  should  be  a  legal  interest. 
An  equitable  interest  is  sufficient,  and  is  regarded  in  this 
Court  as  the  real  interest.     A  trastee  invested  only  -^dth  the 
use  and  profits  of  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  another,  has  an 
interest  connected  with  his  power.     This  was  so  understood 
in  Bergen  v.  Bennett,  (1  Caines  Cas.  in  Error,  16);   and  in 
Eyi-e  V.  Countess  of  Shaftsbury,  (2  P.  Wms.  102,)  a  testa- 
mentary guardian,  with  authority  to  lease,  was  held  to  pos- 
sess a  power  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  capable  of  sur- 
vivorship."^   It  is  not  within  the  province  of  this  work  to 
enter  into  a  close  examination  of  the  subject  of  'poivers,  nor 
to  lay  down  minutely  the  tests  by  which  to  distinguish  mere 
naked  powers  from  those  coupled  with  an  interest.     So  far  as 
trustees  are  concerned,  we  have  no  reason  to  consider  any- 
thing beyond  the  nature  of  the  tenure  by  which  they  hold 
their  estates.     And  considering  their  estate,  in  reference  to 
the  character  of  their  cotenancy,  the  rule  seems  to  admit  of 
no  exception  at  common  law,  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  limita- 
tion to  them  as  tenants  in  common,  whatever  estate  or  title 
vests  in  them,  vests  in  joint-tenancy,  and  that  where  title  is 
vested  in  them  at  all,  subject  to  specified  trusts,  a  power  is 

-  Peter  v.  Beverly,  10  Pet.  564. 

'■^  Osgood  V.  Franklin,  2  Johns.  Ch.  20, 
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thereby  created  coupled  with,  an  interest,  and  liable  to  sur- 
vive to  one  trustee  upon  the  decease  of  the  others.^ 

§  45.     Trust  Estates  vest  in  those  who  Accept. — The 

rule  that  a  grant  or  devise  of  an  estate  to  two  or  more  as 
joint-tenants  vests  the  entire  estate  in  those  who  may  be 
qualified  to  receive  the  grant  or  devise  at  the  time  it  becomes 
operative,  applies  to  a  cotenancy  in  a  trust  estate.  If  one 
or  more  of  the  trustees  renounce  or  disclaim  the  trust,  the 
whole  of  the  estate  vests  in  the  trustee  or  trustees  who  are 
willing  to  accept  it.  The  person  or  persons  thus  renouncing, 
thereafter  stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the  estate  as  though 
they  had  never  been  named  as  trustees;  while  those  accept- 
ing are  entitled  to  the  estate  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent,  as  though  they  only  had  been  named  in  the 
grant  or  devise.^ 

§  46.  Co-Executors  and  Co- Administrators,  "as  such, 
are  regarded  in  law  as  one  person;  and  therefore  if  one  of 
them  sell  the  goods  or  the  securities  of  the  testator  to  a  bona 
Jlde  pui'chaser,  who  has  no  reason  to  suspect  that  such  execu- 
tor is  committing  a  breach  of  trust,  such  puchaser  will  have 
a  right  to  hold  the  same  not  only  against  the  executors  but 
also  as  against  creditors  and  legatees."^  "Joint  executors 
and  administrators  are  possessed  of  the  estate,  each  as  of 
the  entirety,  and  consequently  the  act  of  each  is  the  act  of 
all."^  But  where  by  the  will  of  the  testator  the  executors  re- 
ceive the  legal  title  to  an  estate,  then  they  hold  it  "in  the 

'  Zebach  v.  Smith,  3  Binn.  69;  Davouo  v.  Fanning,  2  Johns.  Ch.  254;  Miildrow  v. 
Fox,  2  Dana,  79;  Hunt  v.  Kousmaniero,  2  Mason  C.  C.  244;  Wood  v.  Sparks,  1  Dev.  & 
Bat.  .389;  Jackson  v.  Given,  16  Johns.  170;  Burr  v.  Sim,  1  Whart.  266;  Coykendall  v. 
Rutherford,  1  Green.  Ch.  360;  Eobinson  v.  Gaines,  2  Humph.  367;  Warden  v.  Eichards, 
11  Gray,  278;  Belmont  v.  O'Brien,  12  N.  Y.  400. 

'■' Crewe  u.  Dicken,  4  Ves.  97;  Granville  v.  McNcile,  7  Hare,  156;  Smith  v.  Wheeler, 
1  Vent.  138;  Hawkins  v.  Kemp,  3  East,  410;  Cooke  v.  Crawford,  13  Sim.  96;  Nicholson 
V.  Wordsworth,  2  Swanst.  369;  Adams  v.  Taunton,  5  Mad.  435;  Sands  v.  Nugec,  8  Sim. 
130;  Bonifant  v.  Greenfield,  Cro.  Eliz.  80;  S.  C.  1  Leon,  60;  Bayley  v.  Curaming,  10 
Irish  Eq.  410;  Zebach's  Lessee  v.  Smith,  3  Binn.  69;  In  tho  Matter  of  Stevenson,  3 
Paige,  420;  Cbanet  v.  Villepontcaux,  3  McCord,  29;  Niles  v.  Stt'vens,  4  Denio,  402; 
Leggett  V.  Hunter,  19  N.  Y.  456. 

'■'  Hertell  v.  Bogart,  9  Paige,  57;  Simpson  c.  Gutteridge,  1  Madd.  Ch.  609;  Saunders 
V.  Saunders,  2  Litt.  315. 

*  2  Rcdfield  on  Wills,  206;  Bryan's  Ex.  i-.  Tliorapson's  .\dm.  0  J.  J.  Marsh.  586. 
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same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  given  to  them  as  trustees  imder 
an  ordinary  trust;  and  the  concurrence  of  all  the  trustees  is 
necessary  to  transfer  the  legal  title.  "^  Where  executors  are 
charged  with  the  execution  of  a  power  coupled  with  an  in- 
terest, the  tenure  of  their  holding  is  like  that  of  ordinary 
trustees  having  a  similar  power.  They  take  and  hold  as  joint- 
tenants.^  If  some  renounce,  those  who  accept  take  the  whole 
as  if  they  only  had  been  named;  and  if  one  of  those  accept- 
ing die,  the  survivor  succeeds  to  the  interest  and  executes 
the  power  with  which  it  is  coupled.  If  co-executors  take  a 
residue  in  that  character,  they  become  joint-tenants  with  the 
right  of  survivorship.^ 

'  HerteU  v.  Bogart,  9  Paige,  58;  Smith  v.  Whiting,  9  Mass.  334. 

•^  Perry  on  Trusts,  sec.  414. 

3  Frewen  v.  Eelfe,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  220;  Baldwin  v.  Johnson,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  455;  Griffiths 
V.  Hamilton,  12  Ves.  298;  White  v.  Williams,  3  V.  &  B.  72;  Knight  f.  Gould,  2  Mylne 
&  K.  299,  303;  Flanders  v.  Clarke.  3  Atk.  509;  S.  C.  1  Ves.  Sr.  9. 
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Homestead  in  Lands  of  a  Cotenancy,  §  54. 

Homestead  may  be  acquired  in  any  title  or  interest  in  Severalty,  $  55. 

Homestead  embraces  Title  subsequently  acquired,  $  56. 

Homestead  embraces  Title  subsequently  acquired,  $  57. 

Conveyance  or  Incumbrance  of,  §  58. 

Limit  of,  ^  59. 

Partition  of,  ^  60. 

After  Divorce,  ^61.  *  ■ 

Sursnvorship  in,  ^  62. 

g  47.     Joint-Tenancy  revived  by  Homestead  La-ws. — 

lu  most  of  the  States,  laws  have  been  enacted  exempting 
from  execution  and  forced  sale  a  certain  quantity  of  land, 
with  the  improvements  thereon,  used  and  occupied  by  the 
judgment  debtor  as  a  home  for  himself  and  family.  Usually, 
the  property  so  exempted  is  further  secured  as  a  home  for  the 
family  by  provisions  requiring  the  joint  concurrence  of  the 
husband  and  wife  in  its  encumbrance  or  alienation.  At  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  property  retains  its  homestead 
character  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children.  In  the 
States  Avhere  these  enactments  have  been  made,  the  property 
by  them  protected  from  seizure  and  forced  sale,  and  conse- 
crated as  a  home,  is  spoken  of  as  a  homestead,  and  the  new 
interest  created  by  law  in  this  property  is  known  as  the 
homestead  estate.     While  joint-tenancy,  as  it  existed  under 
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the  common  law,  has,  by  operation  of  statutes  in  most  of 
the  States,  fallen  into  general  desuetude,  it  has,  in  some 
others,  been  annexed  as  an  incident  to  every  estate  held 
by  husband  and  wife  as  a  homestead.  In  those  States, 
the  importance  of  the  law  of  joint-tenancy  has  been  partially 
revived.  For  as  a  very  large  proportion  of  property  is  dedi- 
cated as  homesteads,  it  therefore  happens  that  joint  estates 
are  of  frequent  occurrence — more  frequent  perhaps  than  when 
joint-tenancy  was  most  favored  at  common  law.  We  shall 
therefore  proceed  to  consider  the  homestead  as  a  cotenancy; 
but  only  so  far  as  to  show  in  what  States  it  is  treated  as  a  new 
and  joint  estate,  and  what,  where  it  is  so  treated,  are  the 
peculiar  relations  and  powers  of  the  cotenants  thereof. 

§  48.  In  California,  the  tenure  by  vrhieh  husband  and 
wife  hold  their  homestead  is  clearly  defined.  Section  one  of 
the  Homestead  Act  of  that  State,  as  amended  in  1860,  pro- 
vided that,  from  and  after  the  filing  and  recording  of  the 
declaration,  ' '  the  husband  and  wife  shall  be  deemed  to  hold 
said  homestead  as  joint-tenants;  and  all  homesteads  hereto- 
fore appropriated  and  acquired  by  husband  and  wife  under 
the  act  to  which  this  is  amendatory,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
held  by  such  husband  and  wife  in  joint-tenancy."*  The  j)ro- 
visions  of  this  section  were  adopted  as  part  of  the  homestead 
law  of  the  State  of  Nevada,^  and  of  the  Territory  of  Idaho.  * 
The  Civil  Code  of  CaUfornia  reenacted  the  substance  of  the 
former  statute,  leaving  the  present  law  of  that  State,  upon 
this  subject,  in  the  following  form :  "From  and  after  the  time 
the  declaration  is  filed  for  record,  the  land  therein  described 
is  a  homestead;  and  if  the  declaration  was  made  by  a  manied 
person,  the  land  is  thereafter  by  the  spouses  held  in  joint- 
tenancy,  and  on  the  death  of  either  of  the  spouses,  and  sub- 
ject to  no  other  liability  than  such  as  exists  or  has  been 
created  under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  at  once  vests  in  the 
Burvivor."^ 

§  49.  Resembles  Tenancy  by  Entirety. — In  the  Terri- 
tory and  States  named  in  the  preceding  section,  the  homestead 

'  Hittell  Gen.  Laws,  sec.  3541;  St.  1860, 311.    -  Comp.  Laws,  Nev.,  60-61;  St.  1865, 225. 
3  Gen.  Laws  Idaho,  1863-4,  575.  *  Sec.  1265  Civil  Code. 
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is  not  only  inseparably  connected  with  survivorship — the  most 
important  characteristic  of  joint-tenancy — but  it  is  also  given 
a  name,  and  is  by  statute  expressly  denominated  a  joint- 
tenancy.  As  a  conveyance  or  incumbrance  cannot  be  made 
to  affect  the  homestead  without  the  assent  of  both  husband 
and  wife,  manifested  in  form  and  manner  as  provided  in  the 
act,  and  as  neither  can  prejudice  the  estate  of  the  other,  nor 
change  the  form  of  the  tenancy,  nor,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  marital  relations,  turn  the  cotenancy  into  an  estate  in 
severalty  by  a  suit  for  partition,  it  appears  to  us  that  these 
legislators  have  not  given  the  most  appropriate  name  to  the 
tenancy  created;  and  that,  instead  of  a  joint-tenancy,  it 
should  be  termed  a  tenancy  by  entirety. 

§  50.  In  considering  the  Nature  of  the  Homestead 
estate,  Chief  Justice  Sa-wyer,  of  California,  said:  "There 
is  no  occasion  to  discuss  at  large  the  question  whether  the 
estate  of  the  husband  and  wife  is  exactly  the  same  in  all 
respects,  and  vsdth  all  the  incidents  of  a  joint-tenancy,  in  the 
technical  sense  of  the  term,  as  used  in  the  common  law,  or, 
whether  the  term  '  joint -tenancy'  is  the  best  that  could  be 
chosen  to  express  the  intention  of  the  legislators.  But  we  do 
not  see  why  the  character  of  the  right,  as  defined,  does  not 
substantially  approach  very  near  a  joint-tenancy,  although  not 
created  in  precisely  the  same  way,  even  if  not  a  technical 
joint -tenancy  at  common  law.  In  the  homestead  estate,  most 
of  the  unities  of  a  joint-tenancy  are  found,  for  it  is  created 
by  the  same  instrument  and  at  the  same  time.  So  far  as  the 
homestead  right  is  concerned,  '  they  have  one  and  the  same 
interest,  accruing  by  one  and  the  same  conveyance,  (or  act,) 
commencing  at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  held  by  one  and 
the  same  undivided  possession.'  If  the  husband  controls  the 
property  during  coverture,  it  is  not  because  he  has  a  gTeater, 
more  valuable,  or  different  interest  in  the  homestead  from 
that  of  the  wife,  but  because  the  law  has  made  him  the  head 
of  the  household  and  devolved  upon  him  the  duty  of  manage- 
ment, not  for  his  own  interest  merely  but  for  the  joint  benefit 
of  both.  And  since  the  amendment  of  1862,  the  right  of 
survivorship,  the  grand  incident  of  joint-tenancy,  is  added. 
The  main  substantial  difference  now,  seems  to  be  the  want  of 
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power  in  one  of  the  parties  to  sever  the  tenancy,  or  convey  at 
all,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  other  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed. But  however  this  may  be,  there  is  a  joint  interest 
in  the  homestead — a  joint  holding,  if  not  a  technical  joint- 
tenancy.  The  Legislature  did  not  adopt  the  provision,  that 
the  husband  and  wife  shall  be  deemed  to  hold  the  homestead 
as  'joint-tenants,'  without  some  object,  and  the  term  'joint- 
tenants'  was  used  as  best  adapted  to  express  that  object. 
They  did  not  intend  to  use  a  meaningless  phrase,  to  be  at- 
tended by  no  consequences."^ 

§  51.  Homestead  not  ordinarily  a  Cotenancy. — In  a  vast 
majority  of  the  States  in  which  homestead  property  is  recog- 
nized and  protected  from  forced  sale,  no  joint-tenancy  is,  in 
express  terms,  created.  Still  a  kind  of  joint  interest  is  gen- 
erally brought  into  being;  alienation  is  usually  restricted  to 
some  form  of  conveyance  manifesting  the  joint  assent  of  the 
spouses;  and  upon  the  death  of  either  spouse,  the  estate 
remains  exempt  from  execution,  and  generally  vests  in  the 
survivor  alone,  or  in  the  survivor  and  the  children,  if  any,  of 
the  deceased.  Practically,  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the 
premises  dedicated  as  a  homestead,  under  such  laws,  is  as 
great  as  that  of  the  husband.  Her  power  of  disposition, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  homestead,  is  coextensive  with 
his.  But  while  her  interest  in,  and  disposing  power  over, 
the  property  is  thus  in  fact  at  least  equal  to  his,  the  authorities 
generally  concede  that  she  has  no  estate  in  the  homestead,  in 
addition  to  what  she  may  have  independent  of  the  fact  of 
homestead.  In  other  words,  the  title  continues  in  the  hus- 
band, subject  to  certain  restraints  and  privileges,  and  liable 
to  a  certain  disposition  after  his  death. 

g  52.    The  interest  or  title  of  the  -wife  in  the  homestead, 

even  where,  under  the  law,  no  cotenancy  was  created,  has, 
however,  been  in  some  instances  treated  as  a  title  in  and  to 
the  lands  included  in  the  homestead.  This  was  the  case 
under  the  decisions  made  at  an  early  day  in  California,^  de- 
claring that  the  operation  of  the  homestead  law  was  to  ' '  create 

1  Barber  v.  Babel,  36  Cal.  16;  McQuade  v.  Whaley,  31  Cal.  531, 
'^  Taylor  v.  Hargous,  4  Cal.  273;  Poole  v.  Gerrard,  6  Cal.  71;  Buchanan's  Estate,  8 
Cal.  509;  Revalk  v.  Kraemer,  8  Cal.  73;  Tompkins'  Estate,  12  Cal.  125. 
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a  sort  of  joint-tenancy."  These  decisions,  it  must  be  re- 
membered, were  made  before  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
by  which  homesteads  were  converted  into  joint- tenancies. 
They  were  subsequently  overruled.  Field,  then  Chief  Justice, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  in  the  course  of  which 
he  said,  after  referring  to  the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  cases : 
* '  This  doctrine  has  never  met  with  the  approbation  of  the 
profession,  and  is  not  warranted  by  any  language  in  the  con- 
stitution or  the  statute.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of 
the  homestead  right  or  privilege  which  justifies  its  designation 
as  such  an  estate.  The  right  or  privilege  has  no  single  fea- 
ture resembling  a  joint-tenancy.  The  estate  rests  where  it 
existed  before  the  premises  were  appropriated  as  a  home- 
stead. The  appropriation  of  them  confers  a  right  upon  the 
wife  to  insist  that  their  character  as  a  homestead  shall  continue 
until  she  consents  to  the  alienation,  or  another  homestead  is 
provided,  or  they  are  otherwise  abandoned.  The  wife,  if  sur- 
vi\T.ng  her  husband,  takes  the  homestead,  not  by  virtue  of  any 
right  of  survivorship  arising  from  the  alleged  joint-tenancy, 
but  as  property  set  apart  by  law  from  her  husband's  estate, 
for  her  benefit  and  that  of  her  children,  if  any.  In  the  same 
way,  other  property  exempt  from  forced  sale  is  set  apart  to 
her."^  The  view  of  the  law  thus  taken  by  Judge  Field  is 
consistent  with  decisions  in  other  States.  Thus,  in  Illinois 
the  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  the  homestead  act  has  not 
created  any  new  estate,  separate  and  distinct  from  the  fee  or 
other  estate.  And  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  conveyance  of 
the  husband  operates  upon  and  transfers  the  fee,  subject  to 
the  homestead  rights  of  the  Avife;  and  that  as  soon  as  the 
homestead  rights  terminate,  the  grantee  of  the  husband  is 
entitled  to  possession  of  the  property  as  owner  thereof.^ 

'  Gee  V.  Moore,  14  Cal.  472;  Bowman  v.  Norton,  16  Cal.  217;  Brcnnan  v.  Wallace, 
25  Cal.  114. 

^  McDonald  v.  Crandall,  43  III.  236;  Hewetfc  v.  Templeton,  48  111.  369;  Stewart  v. 
Mackey,  16  Tex.  57;  Davis  v.  Andrews,  30  Vt.  G81;  Gunnison  v.  Twitchell,  38  N.  H. 
62;  Folsom  v.  Carli,  5  Minn.  337.  But  in  Kerley  v.  Kerley,  13  Allen,  287,  it  is  said 
that  "the  right  of  homestead  is  a  new  species  of  estate,  created  by  statute,  and  not 
known  to  the  common  law.  But  it  seems  to  have  all  the  incidents  of  a  freehold 
estate,  and  to  come  within  the  definition  given  by  ilementary  writers.  It  is  an  estate 
indeterminate  in  its  duration,  and  which  may  continue  for  the  joint  lives  of  the  pos- 
sessor and  liis  wife.  That  it  is  defeasible,  does  not  change  the  quantity  of  tlie  estate 
while  it  continues."    See  also  Sillowav  c.  Brown,  12  Allen,  30. 
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2  53.  In  Iowa,  the  inclination  seems  to  be  to  regard  the 
homestead  as  in  the  nature  of  a  joint-tenancy.  A  statute  of 
that  State  authorizes  the  real  property  of  a  married  woman 
to  be  redeemed  from  tax  sale  at  any  time  within  one  year 
after  the  removal  of  the  disability  of  coverture.  Under  this 
statute,  a  wife  claimed  the  right  to  redeem  the  homestead; 
and  was  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the  homestead  was  not 
her  real  property.  But  the  Court  allowed  her  claim,  upon 
the  following  grounds:  "The  right  of  the  wife  to  the  home- 
stead of  the  husband,  and  her  interest  in  it,  are  present, 
fixed,  and  substantial :  they  are  not  merely  possible,  remote, 
or  contingent.  Her  rights  and  interests  are  in  possession  and 
enjoyment,  and  not  merely  in  expectancy  or  dependent.  The 
husband  and  wife  are,  as  to  the  homestead,  practically,  joint- 
tenants,  subject  to  certain  limitations  for  the  benefit  of  chil- 
dren, etc.  The  husband  cannot  alienate  the  homestead,  nor 
even  his  own  interest  in  it,  except  the  wife  concur  in  signing 
the  conveyance.  Can  it  be  said  that  she  has  no  'interest  in' 
that,  the  present  possession  of  which  she  enjoys,  the  title  to 
which  cannot  be  imparted  without  her  consent,  and  the  alien- 
ation of  which  can  only  be  done  by  her  joining  in  the  con- 
veyance?"' 

§  54.     Whether  Homestead  Rights   can   attach  to   an 

undivided  interest  in  lands,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  to  that  effect,  is  a  question  on  which  the 
Judges  have  not  agreed.  On  the  one  hand,  it  has  been 
thought  that  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law  contem- 
plated that  the  interest  to  which  they  should  be  applied 
should  be  susceptible  of  an  enjoyment  in  severalty.  When 
the  value  of  the  land  claimed  exceeds  in  amount  the  limit  of 
the  homestead  right,  the  statute  provides  means  by  which  the 
homestead  may  be  segTegated;  and  that,  as  segregated,  it  may 
be  set  off  to  the  judgment  debtor.  No  such  segregation  could 
take  place  when  the  interest  of  the  claimant  was  in  a  moiet}' 
only,  for,  in  that  case,  there  is  no  place  which  he  can  la^vfully 
take  into  his  exclusive  possession.  For  these  reasons,  the 
claim  of  a  cotenant  to  a  homestead  has  been  denied  in  many 

•  Adams  v.  Beale,  19  Iowa,  67;  Chase  i'.  Abbott,  20  Iowa,  151;. 
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of  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  questioned.'  In  California, 
the  doctrine  that  a  homestead  covdd  not  be  acquired  in  un- 
divided property  was  frequently  enforced,  and  was  applied  in 
some  extreme  cases.  In  one  instance,  the  lands  attempted 
to  be  dedicated  as  a  homestead  belonged  to  the  husband  and 
wife  and  their  child  as  tenants  in  common.  The  Court  could 
see  no  distinction  between  this  case  and  one  in  which  the  co- 
tenants  were  entire  strangers  to  each  other.^  In  another  in- 
stance, the  homestead  had  been  acquired  imder  a  conveyance 
pui*porting  to  convey  the  same  in  severalty,  and  was  acquired 
and  held  under  the  claim  and  belief,  on  the  part  of  the  occu- 
pant, that  he  was  the  sole  owner.  The  Court  could  not 
understand  that  these  facts  authorized  any  exception  to  the 
general  rule.^  And  where,  when  acquired,  the  homestead  was 
held  in  severalty,  the  conveyance  of  an  undivided  interest, 
because  it  turned  the  homestead  into  a  cotenancy,  was  deemed 
an  abandonment  of  the  homestead.^  On  the  other  hand,  in 
several  of  the  States,  a  homestead  claim  upon  an  undivided 
interest  has  been  sustaiued,  and  all  distinction,  in  this  re- 
spect, between  estates  in  severalty  and  estates  in  cotenancy 
denied.^  In  California,  the  State  in  which  the  claim  of  a  co- 
tenant  to  exemption  was  first  denied,  the  Legislature  so 
changed  the  statute  that  a  part  OAvner  could  hold  as  a  home- 
stead lands  of  which  he  was  in  the  exclusive  possession.^  But 
we  see  no  sufficient  reason,  even  in  the  absence  of  statutes 
directly  bearing  upon  the  subject,  for  holding  that  a  general 
homestead  act  does  not  apply  to  lands  held  in  cotenancy. 
The  fact  that  a  homestead  claim  might  savor  of  such  an  as- 
sumption of  an  exclusive  right  as  is  inconsistent  with  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenant,  and  that  the  maintenance  of 
such  claim  might  interfere  with  proceedings  for  partition, 

'  West  r.  Ward,  20  Wis.  580;  Wolf  v.  Fleischackcr,  5  Cal.  244;  Elias  v.  Verdugo,  27 
Cal.  418;  Ecynolds  v.  Pixley.  G  Cal.  107;  Kellersbcrgtr  v.  Copp,  G  Cal.  505;  Bishop  r. 
Hubbaid,  23  Cal.  517;  Ward  r.  Hahn,  10  Minn.  161;  rhurston  v.  Maddocks,  6  Allen, 
429;  Kiugsley  v.  Kingsley,  39  Cal.  665. 

'^  Giblin  v.  Jordan,  0  Cal.  417. 

•>  Beaton  v.  Son,  32  Cal.  483. 

*  Kellersberger  v.  Kopp,  6  Cal.  565. 

5  Horn  V.  Tufts,  39  N.  H.  483;  Thorn  v.  Thorn,  14  Iowa,  53;  McClary  v.  Bixly,-3G 
Vt.  254;  Greenwood  v.  Maddox,  27  Ark.  000;  Robinson  v.  McDonald,  11  Tex.  385.' 

''  St.  of  1808,  lie. 
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form  no  very  satisfactory  reason  for  denying  the  exemption. 
If  the  rights  of  the  other  coteuant  are  threatened  or  en- 
dangered, he  alone  should  be  permitted  to  call  for  protection 
and  redress.  The  laAv  will  not  sanction  any  use  of  the  home- 
stead in  prejudice  of  his  rights.  But  as  long  as  Ms  interests 
are  respected,  or  so  nearly  respected  that  he  feels  no  inclina- 
tion to  complain,  why  should  some  person  having  no  interest 
in  the  cotenancy  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the  law  of  co- 
tenancy for  his  own,  and  not  for  a  cotenant's  gain?  The 
homestead  laws  have  an  object  perfectly  well  understood,  and 
in  the  promotion  of  which  Courts  may  well  employ  the  most 
liberal  and  humane  rules  of  interpretation.  This  object  is 
to  assure  to  the  unfortunate  debtor,  and  his  equally  unfortu- 
nate but  more  helpless  family,  the  shelter  and  the  influence 
of  HOME.  A  cotenant  may  lawfully  occupy  every  parcel  of 
the  lands  of  the  cotenancy.  He  may  employ  them  not  merely 
for  cultivation  or  for  other  means  of  making  profits,  but  may 
also  build  houses  and  barns,  plant  shrubs  and  flowers,  and 
surround  himself  with  all  the  comforts  of  home.  His  wife 
and  children  may,  of  right,  occupy  and  enjoy  the  premises 
with  him.  Upon  the  land  of  which  he  is  but  a  part  owner, 
he  may,  and  in  fact  he  frequently  does,  obtain  all  the  advan- 
tages of  a  home.  These  advantages  are  none  the  less  worthy 
of  being  secured  to  him  and  his  family  in  adversity,  because 
the  other  cotenants  are.  entitled  to  equal  advantages  in  the 
same  home.  That  he  has  not  the  whole,  is  a  very  unsatis- 
factory and  a  very  inhumane  reason  for  depriving  him  of  that 
which  he  has. 

§  55.  Holds  whatever  Title  Claimant  has. — The  legisla- 
tors who  enact  homestead  laws  are,  no  doubt,  chiefly  intent 
upon  protecting  the  debtor  and  his  family,  regardless  of  the 
title  by  which  the  homestead  is  held.  Such  as  it  is,  the 
family  is  entitled  to  retain  it.  Whether  it  be  an  estate  in  fee- 
simple,  free  from  incumbrances,  or  an  estate  of  less  dignity 
and  value,  or  a  mere  possessory  interest,^  as  long  as  the 
debtor  can  occupy  it  as  a  home,  the  creditor  should  not  be 
allowed  to  take  it  under  his  execution.     The  object  of  the 

'  Brooks  V.  Hyde,  37  Cal.  373. 
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homestead  law  is  to  protect  the  possession.  It  applies  as  well 
to  possession  held  iiiider  au  equitable  as  iinder  a  legal  title.' 
' '  ^liether  the  debtor  held  iu  fee-simple  absolute,  for  life  or 
for  a  term  of  years,  the  reason  for  applying  the  exemption 
exists  with  equal  force.""  The  possession  of  land  held  under 
a  contract  to  purchase  may  be  subjected  to  a  homestead 
claim.  If  so  claimed,  the  husband  cannot  dispose  of  it  with- 
out the  assent  of  the  wife,  and  if  he  refuse  to  complete  his 
purchase,  she  should  be  permitted  to  do  so  for  the  protection 
of  her  interest.^ 

^  56.  Title  acquired  after  filing  a  declaration  of  home- 
stead is  also  protected  from  forced  sale,  and  seems  to  become 
an  inseparable  part  of  the  homestead  estate.  In  California, 
a  declaration  of  homestead  was  filed  by  one  in  possession, 
the  fee  being  then  in  a  stranger.  Afterwards,  prior  to  the 
sale  under  execution,  but  subsequently  to  the  docketing  of  a 
judgment  against  him,  the  claimant  became  the  owner  of  the 
fee.  The  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale  brought  an  action  to 
recover  possession.  In  determining  that  this  action  could 
not  be  sustained,  the  Court  justified  its  decision  by  the  fol- 
lowing train  of  reasoning:  "At  the  time  the  judgment  was 
docketed  and  became  a  lien,  the  premises  constituted  the 
homestead  of  the  defendant,  as  against  everybody  but  the 
owner  of  the  land.  There  is  no  question  made  as  to  its  be- 
ing a  homestead,  if  a  party  having  a  naked  possession  only, 
the  title  being  in  a  stranger,  can  acquire  a  homestead  right 
in  the  land  so  possessed.  The  statute  does  not  specify  the 
kind  of  title  a  party  shall  have  to  enable  him  to  secure  a 
homestead.  It  says  nothing  about  title.  The  homestead 
right  given  by  the  statute  is  impressed  on  the  lands  to  the 
extent  of  the  interest  of  the  claimant  in  it — not  on  the  title 
merely.  The  actual  homestead,  as  against  everybody  who 
has  not  a  better  title,  becomes  impressed  with  the  legal  home- 
stead right  by  taking  the  proceedings  prescribed  by  statute. 

'  Tomlin  v.  Hilyard,  43  111.  300;  McCabo  v.  Ma^zuchelli,  13  Wis.  481. 

-  Blue  V.  Blue,  38  111.  18;  Johnson  v.  Eichardson,  33  Miss.  463;  Pelan  v.  DoBcvard, 
13  Iowa,  53;  McClurkin  v.  McClurkin,  40  111.  327;  Conklin  v.  Foster,  57  111.  104;  Col- 
well  V.  Cai-per,  15  Oliio,  279. 

'  McKee  v.  Wilcox,  11  Mich.  3C0;  but  Bee  Farmer  v.  Simpson,  C  Tex.  310. 


g  57  HOMESTEAD.  112 

The  estate  or  interest  of  the  occupant,  be  it  more  or  less, 
thereby  becomes  exempt  from  forced  sales  on  execution,  and 
can  only  be  affected  by  voluntary  conveyances  or  relinquish- 
ment in  the  mode  prescribed.  The  land  in  this  instance,  as 
to  everybody  having  no  superior  title,  became  the  homestead 
of  the  defendant,  for  all  the  purposes  of  protection  against 
forced  sale  and  voluntary  conveyance  in  any  other  maimer  . 
than  the  statutory  mode,  as  effectually  as  if  the  defendant 
had  held  the  title  in  fee-simple.  There  was  nothing  which 
the  sheriff  was  authorized  to  sell  under  execution.  The  fact 
that  the  defendant,  after  the  attaching  of  the  homestead  right, 
acquired  the  true  title  from  a  stranger,  does  not  affect  the 
question.  This  did  not  vitiate  the  homestead  right  which 
had  attached  to  the  land,  and  given  an  independent  estate  not 
subject  to  execution.  The  title  so  acquired  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  a  thing  separate  and  apart  from  the  land  subject 
to  sale  and  conveyance,  in  the  hands  of  the  homestead  claim- 
ant, so  as  thereby  to  affect  the  homestead  right.  By  filing 
the  declaration,  the  party  indicates  his  intention  to  make  the 
land  his  homestead,  and  if  he  afterwards  acquire  an  out- 
standing title,  it  attaches  itself  to  the  homestead  already 
acquired  and  pei-fects  the  homestead  right.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, a  homestead  could  not  be  secured  which  would  be  safe 
against  forced  sales,  unless  there  was  at  the  time  a  perfect 
title  in  fee-simple  in  the  party  who  seeks  the  homestead 
right.  In  case  of  a  title  in  any  respect  imperfect,  the  claim- 
ant could  not  perfect  his  title  to  his  homestead,  except  at  the 
risk  of  losing  it  altogether,  through  the  interv^ention  of  a 
creditor,  and  by  the  very  means  adopted  to  render  it  more 
secure ;  and  under  such  a  construction  of  the  statute,  it  would 
not  be  available  to  the  greater  portion  of  the  class  in  this 
State  who  need  it  most."' 

§  57.  After-acquired  Title. — In  the  case  referred  to  in 
the  preceding  section,  the  contest  was  between  the  claimant 
on  one  hand  seeking  to  retain  the  benefit  of  the  new  acquisi- 
tion by  attaching  it  to  the  homestead  estate,  and  the  creditor, 
on  the  other  hand,  seeking  to  obtain  and  assert  the  new  title 

'■  Spencer  v.  Geissman,  37  Cal.  99. 
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by  treating  it  as  independent  of  the  homestead.  This  feature 
of  the  case  seems  to  have  strongly  impressed  the  Com-t,  and 
to  have  contributed  materially  to  the  success  of  the  defend- 
ant. But  suppose  that  the  question  had  arisen  between  the 
heirs  of  the  claimant  upon  the  one  hand  and  his  widow  on  the 
other.  Could  she  maintain  that  the  title  acquired  subse- 
quently to  the  declaration  of  homestead  was  also  held  in 
joint-tenancy,  and  that  she,  as  sm-vivor,  had  succeeded  to  the 
newly-acquired  as  well  as  to  the  original  title?  We  think  this 
question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  The  joint- 
tenancy  created  by  the  dedication  of  the  premises  as  a  home- 
stead is  a  tenancy  in  the  homestead  itself,  and  not  in  any  speci- 
fied title  thereto;  and  this  dedication,  like  a  conveyance  in 
fee  with  covenants  of  general  warranty,  seems  to  carry  to  the 
beneficiaries  all  interests  thereafter  acquired,  and  to  conse- 
crate those  interests  to  the  further  perfection  of  the  home- 
stead right.  The  moment  that  the  new  acquisition  becomes 
so  attached  to  the  homestead  as  to  be  safe  from  the  creditors 
of  the  claimant,  it  must  be  deemed  a  part  of  the  joint-tenancy; 
for  the  statute  does  not  contemplate  that  any  homestead  in- 
terest should  be  free  from  the  right  of  survivorship. 

g  58.     The  conveyance,  incumbrance,  or  other  act  of 

the  husband  alone,  cannot,  while  the  premises  continue  to 
be  a  homestead  in  fact,  destroy  or  diminish  the  wife's  right 
of  homestead.'  When  the  fee  of  the  premises  remains  in 
the  husband  subject  only  to  the  homestead  rights  of  the  wife, 
no  doubt  his  conveyance  passes  the  fee,  but  leaves  it  as  be- 
fore subject  to  the  same  right.  The  joint-tenancy  held  by 
the  husband  and  wife,  and  created  by  the  dedication  of  the 
premises  as  a  homestead,  is  incapable  of  being  destroyed, 
severed,  alienated,  or  incumbered  during  the  continuance  of 
the  marital  relations.  Nor  can  either  keep  alive  or  renew  an 
incumbrance.  After  the  filing  of  the  declaration  of  home- 
stead, the  husband  cannot  prolong  an  existing  mortgage  or 
other  charge  upon  the  premises  by  giving  a  now  note  for  the 

'  Clark  y.  Shannon,  1  Nev.  568;  Goldman  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  C07;  Marshall  v.  Barr, 
35  El.  IOC;  Dye  v.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291;  Williams  v.  Swetland,  10  Iowa,  51;  Alloy  v. 
Bay,  9  Iowa.  509;  YoHt  r.  Devault,  9  loAva,  60. 

C.  k  P.— 8 
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same  indebtedness  for  tlie  security  of  which  such  mortgage 
was  given  or  such  charge  established.^ 

^  59.     The  limit  of  the  homestead  is  sometimes  fixed 

at  a  certain  quantity  of   land,  and  sometimes  at  a  certain 
value.     In  California,  the  homestead  character  cannot  be  at 
any  one  time  impressed  upon  property  of  greater  value  than 
five  thousand  dollars.     The  joint-tenancy  created  by  law  in 
the  homestead  is  liable  to  fluctuate  in  quantity  to  correspond 
with  the  fluctuation  in  value  of   the  land,  whereby  it  may 
sometimes  exceed  the  statute  limit,  and  at  other  times  be  ex- 
ceeded by  it.     If  at  the  time  of  filing  the  declaration  the 
premises  are  of  less  value  than  five  thousand  doUars,  they 
become  a  homestead,  and  so  remain  until  their  increasing 
value  passes  the  statutory  limit.      The  excess  beyond  this 
limit  is  free  from  the  homestead  character. ^     But  if  the  in- 
creased value  should  not  be  permanent,  no  doubt  the  whole 
premises  would  again  become  homestead  as  soon  as  then- 
value  shrank  to  the  statutory  limit.     "The  homestead  and 
the  tests  by  which  it  is  ascertained  are  the  same,  whether  the 
question  arises  between  those  claiming  the  homestead,  or  one 
of  them  and  a  vendee,  a  mortgagee,  a  creditor,  or  the  heirs 
of  the  deceased  husband  or  wife.     There  is  not  one  home- 
stead as  against  a  creditor,  and  a  different  one  when  the  sur- 
vivor asserts  his  or  her  claims  as  against  the  heirs  of  the 
deceased.     At  its  inception,  it  is  limited  to  five  thousand 
dollars  in  value,  and  when  the  property  is  enhanced  in  value 
so  that  it  exceeds  the  statutory  limit,  the  excess  does  not  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  statutory  homestead.    After  the  premises 
are  worth  five  thousand  dollars,  every  increase  of  value  works 
a  reduction  in  the  area  of   the  homestead,  until  a  point  is 
reached  when  it   cannot  be  further  cut  down   and  leave  a 
homestead  of  the  value  of  five  thousand  dollars  without  ma- 
terial injury,  and,  after  that  point  is  reached,  no  part  of  the 
premises  constitute  a  statutory  homestead,  but  the  value  or 
proceeds  of  the  premises,  to  the  extent  of  five  thousand  dol- 
lars, has  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  from  forced  sale."     It 
follows,  from  the  views  expressed  in  the  preceding  quotation, 

I  Barber  v.  Babel,  36  Cal.  17. 
'■^  Gregg  V.  Bostwick.  33  Cal.  225. 
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that  the  right  of  survivorship  caunot  exceed  the  statutory 
limit  of  vahie,  and  that,  after  the  death  of  either  chiimaut, 
the  survivor  succeeds  only  to  so  much  of  the  homestead  as, 
immediately  ijreceding  the  death  of  the  other  cotenaut,  ilid 
uot  exceed  five  thousand  dollars  iu  value.' 

g  01).  The  homestead  right  cannot  he  partitioned 
against  the  objection  of  the  surviving  wife,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  other  heu-s,  and  after  the  decease,  of  the  husband. 
She  has  the  right,  at  least  as  long  as  she  resides  on  the  prem- 
ises with  her  family,  or  with  any  minor  children  oi  the  family, 
to  occupy  and  enjoy  the  whole  homestead.  The  heirs  cannot 
curtail  this  right  by  compelling  her  to  submit  to  a  partition 
of  the  premises,  and  to  contine  her  subsequent  enjoyment  to 
the  portion  assigned  to  her.-  But  where  it  is  claimed  that 
the  premises  embraced  in  the  homestead  declaration,  at  the 
death  of  the  husband,  exceeded  in  value  the  limit  provided 
by  statute,  the  widow  must  submit  to  such  proceedings  as 
may  be  necessary  to  segregate  her  homestead  tract  or  interest 
from  the  more  valuable  tract  embraced  in  the  declaration. 

^  01.  After  a  divorce  of  the  spouses,  a  variety  of 
questions  may  arise  in  reference  to  the  efiect  of  this  dissolu- 
tion of  the  marital  relations  upon  the  homestead  right.  Does 
the  homestead  still  retain  its  character,  and  if  so,  for  whose 
benefit?  So  far  as  creditors  are  concerned,  a  decided  majority 
of  the  authorities  affirm  that  the  creditors  have  no  right  to 
seize  upon  the  homestead,  even  after  a  divorce,  as  long  as 
the  owner  is  the  head  of  a  family  and  continues  Avitli  his  family 
to  use  it  as  his  home."  Where  the  wife  obtains  a  divorce,  and 
the  children  are  awarded  to  her,  she,  in  Illinois,  is  regarded 
as  the  head  of  the  family,  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
(^f  the  homestead.^  But  it  seems  that  the  husband,  if  con- 
tinuing in  possession  of  the  homestead,  is  still  entitled  to  all 

'  Estate  of  Delancy,  .37  (Jul.  17G;  llkli  r.  Tubbs,  41  Cal.  liG. 

-DoddH  r.  Dodds,  2GIowa.  :U1:  HoHiiiuii  i\  Ncwlians,  30  Tex.  C33:  Nidiolas  r. 
rnrczoll,  21  Iowa,  265. 

■•  Bluo  r.  Blue,  .38  III.  1!):  Rcdlein  r.  Kedfern.  38  111.  ."jOO:  P.yerH  v.  Byers,  21  Iowa, 
268. 

■*  Vanzaiit  r.  Varizaiit,  23  111.  530;  Boiiiu  11  r.  Siiiitli.  53  111.  383.  See  also  Titiiiaim 
V.  Tiemaiin,  34  Tex.  524. 
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the  protection  of  the  homestead  act.  In  discussing  this 
question,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  quite  recently,  said: 
"  It  is  true  his  divorced  wife  was  awarded  the  custody  of  the 
only  child,  and  the  Court  decreed  that  she  should  maintain  it 
without  charge  to  the  defendant.  But  this  decree  does  not 
exonerate  him  from  liability  to  support  the  child,  in  the  event 
of  the  inability  of  the  mother  to  do  so.  It  seems  fully  to 
accord  with  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law  that  the  ex- 
emption should  last  as  long  as  his  liability  to  support  exists, 
provided  he  continue  in  actual  occupation  of  the  property. 
Besides,  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law  are  intended  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children  as  well  as  of  the  parents.  It  does 
not  accord  with  the  spirit  of  the  humane  provisions  of  the 
statute,  that  the  divorcing  of  the  wife  and  awarding  to  her  of 
the  children,  should  deprive  them  of  all  interest  in  the  home- 
stead property."'  In  the  States  where  by  law  the  dedication 
of  the  premises  as  a  homestead  changes  the  tenure  by  which 
the  land  is  held,  the  question  must,  it  would  seem,  frequently 
arise  as  to  the  effect  of  a  divorce  upon  the  joint-tenancy  by 
which  the  homestead  had  been  held.  Do  the  premises  revert 
to  liieir  former  condition  as  to  title?  If  before  the  separate 
property  of  one  of  the  spouses,  do  they  return  to  that  state? 
or  do  they  continue  as  joint  property  and  become  liable  to 
partition  between  the  former  consorts?  If  the  premises  were 
community  property,  and  no  disposition  is  made  of  them  in 
the  decree,  are  they  still  a  homestead?  and  if  so,  whose? 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  California  has  very  re- 
cently considered  the  effect  of  a  decree  of  divorce,  and  has 
determined  that  when  accompanied  by  a  partition  of  the 
property,  it  destroys  the  homestead  character  as  effectually 
as  a  declaration  of  abandonment  could  do,  if  duly  executed 
by  both  parties.  This  decision  seems  to  be  in  direct  conflict 
Avith  the  adjudications  made  in  other  States,  and  already  cited 
and  referred  to  in  this  section,  in  so  far  as  it  declares  that  the 
divorce  renders  the  property  at  once  liable  to  be  seized  upon 
execution.  But,  so  far  as  it  determines  the  effect  of  the 
divorce  upon  the  joint-tenancy,  this  decision  is,  as  far  as  we 
can  ascertain,  the  only  authority  bearing  upon  the  subject. 

J  Woods  V,  DaTis,  34  Iowa,  265.    See  to  same  effect  Doyle  v.  CoburHj  6  Allen,  73. 
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We  therefore  regard  it  as  sufficiently  novel  and  important  to 
justify  its  insertion  in  full  in  this  place.  It  is  as  follows: 
•  •  Block  No.  127,  in  the  town  of  Santa  Barbara,  which  in- 
cludes the  premises  in  controversy,  became  in  1871  the  home- 
stead of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  and  so  continued  up  to  the 
time  when  they  were  divorced,  by  a  decree  of  the  District 
Court,  in  July,  1873.  The  decree  directed  the  homestead 
property  to  be  equally  divided  between  the  husband  and  wife, 
and  the  Commissioners  having  made  and  reported  a  partition, 
the  Court  confirmed  the  same,  and  adjudged  that  the  respec- 
tive portions  allotted  to  each  be  held  by  them  respectively, 
free  and  clear  of  all  claims  by  or  on  the  part  of  the  other, 
the  property  in  controversy  being  allotted  to  the  plaintiff. 
Prior  to  the  divorce,  Chalfant,  one  of  the  defendants,  re- 
covered a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and, 
after  the  decree  of  divorce  was  rendered,  caused  the  premises 
in  controversy  to  be  leaded  upon  under  an  execution  issued 
on  his  judgment.  The  question  presented  is  whether  the 
premises  in  controversy  remained  the  homestead  of  the  plain- 
tiff after  they  were  allotted  to  him  by  the  decree  of  divorce. 
The  decree  severed  the  sort  of  joint-tenancy  of  the  parties  in 
the  homestead  premises,  which  had  been  created  by  the  home- 
.stead  declaration,  the  residence  of  the  parties,  etc.,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  homestead  act.  It  also  destroyed  the  right 
of  survivorship.  The  joint  deed  of  both  parties  is  no  longer 
essential  for  the  alienation  or  abandonment  of  any  portion  of 
the  premises.  The  family,  for  whose  benefit  the  provisions 
of  the  homestead  act  were  mainly  designed,  was  severed  by 
the  decree,  and  neither  the  husband  nor  the  wife  is  entitled 
to  reside  on  that  portion  of  the  homestead  premises  which 
was  allotted  to  the  other.  All  the  principal  qualities  of  the 
homestead  estate,  except  that  of  liability  for  debts,  etc., 
having  been  destroyed  by  the  decree,  the  latter,  in  our 
opinion,  was  also  destroyed.  The  decree  was  as  effectual  in 
its  results  as  would  have  been  a  declaration  of  abandonment. 
It  results  from  these  views  that  the  portion  of  the  property 
which  was  allotted  to  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  execution  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts.."'     But  it  is  evident  that  in  this 

I  Shoemake  v.  Clmliant,  filed  March  IS,  1374. 
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decision  much  stress  is  laid  upon  tlie  fact  that  the  decree  had 
directed  a  partition  of  the  property,  and  that  this  direction 
had  been  fully  executed  by  allotting  a  specified  part  of  the 
homestead  to  each  of  the  late  spouses.  Had  no  such  parti- 
tion been  made,  both  husband  and  wife  would  still  have  been 
entitled  to  occupy  every  part  of  the  homestead  premises,  their 
joint  deed  would  still  have  been  requisite  to  transfer  the  title 
thereto  in  severalty;  and  it  is  possible  that  with  these  cir- 
cumstances in  view,  the  Court  would  have  reached  a  different 
conclusion  as  to  the  liability  of  the  lands  to  seizure  under  ex- 
ecution. This  opinion  contains  the  general  statement  that 
the  decree  severed  the  joint-tenancy.  But  whether  this  sev- 
erance was  produced  by  that  portion  of  the  decree  destroying 
the  marital  relations  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  portion  allotting 
to  each  a  jDarcel  of  the  land  to  be  held  in  severalty,  does  not 
clearly  appear  in  the  opinion.  However,  as  this  latter  part 
of  the  decree,  especially  when  carried  into  effect  by  an  actual 
partition,  was  sufficient  to  transform  the  cotenancy  into  two 
estates  in  severalty,  it  is  most  probable  that  the  general  lan- 
guage employed  by  the  Court  was  not  designed  as  an  expres- 
sion of  its  opinion  upon  the  effect  of  a  divorce  upon  the 
joint-tenancy  formerly  existing  between  the  spouses,  unless 
the  decree  of  divorce  was  followed  by  a  partition  of  the 
homestead  property. 

p  62,  Survivorship  is  the  grand  incident  of  joint-tenancy. 
In  most  of  the  States,  as  we  have  seen,  the  homestead  is  not 
a  new  estate.  It  does  not  change  the  title,  but  merely  sub- 
ordinates it  to  the  interests  of  the  family.  In  these  States, 
as  the  title  during  the  life  of  the  claimant  was  not  altered  by 
the  homestead  law,  so,  after  his  death,  it  descends  to  his 
heirs  as  it  would  have  done  independent  of  its  homestead 
character.  But  though  thus  descending  to  the  heirs,  it  is 
held  by  them,  as  it  was  held  by  their  ancestor,  subject  to  the 
homestead  right  of  the  wife  and  minor  children.^  In  some 
of  the  States,  the  wife,  or  the  wife  and  children,  upon  the 
decease  of  the  claimant,  become  the  absolute  owners  of  the 

'  Size  I'.  Siae,  24  Iowa,  580;  Meader  r.  Place.  43  N.  H.  307;  Meyer  ■».  Meyer,  23  Iowa, 
359;  Bassett  n.  Messner,  30  Tex.  604:  Cotton  v.  Wood,  25  Iowa,  43;  Hamblin  v.  War- 
Decke,  31  Tex.  91:  Burns  v.  Keas,  21  Iowa,  257. 
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homestead.  •  But  this  is  not  the  result  of  the  right  of  sur- 
vivorship, but  of  provisions  regulating  the  descent  of  the 
claimant's  estate.  But  where,  as  in  California,  Idaho,  and 
Nevada,  a  homestead  is  a  joint-tenancy,  of  which  husband 
and  wife  are  the  cotenants,  the  doctrine  of  survivorship  is 
given  its  full  effect,  and  the  homestead  vests  fully  and  abso- 
lutely in  the  siu'vivor.  As  in  the  case  of  joint-tenancy  at 
common  law,  the  title  of  the  survivor  is  paramount  to  the 
claims  of  the  children  and  other  heirs  of  the  deceased.^ 
This  feature  of  the  homestead  law  seems  well  calculated  to 
thwart  a  portion  of  the  design  of  every  claimant  in  filing  his 
or  her  declaration  of  homestead.  This  design  is  as  much  to 
secure  a  home  for  the  children  as  for  the  parents.  But  when 
either  parent  dies,  and  the  children  are,  more  than  ever  before, 
in  need  of  the  advantages  of  home,  the  principle  of  survivor- 
ship leaves  them  no  interest  in  the  homestead,  and  makes 
them  mere  tenants  by  sufferance  where  they  ought  to  be 
claimants  by  right. 

1  See  Comp.  Laws  Kansas,  p.  392,  sec.  2. 

^  Wixom's  Estate,  35  Cal.  320;  Rich  v.  Tubbs,  41  Cal.  34. 
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TENANCY  BY   ENTIRETIES. 

Definitions,  $  63. 

Difference  from  Joint-Tenancy,  §  64. 

States  in  which  it  prevails,  §  65. 

States  in  which  iUdoes  not  prevail,  §  66. 

Of  what  Estates  it  may  be,  $  67. 

Of  Personal  Property,  ^  68. 

How  Created,  ^  69. 

Husband  and  Wife  take  as  one  person,  $  70. 

Cases  holding  they  cannot  take  by  Moieties,  §  71. 

Cases  holding  they  can  take  by  Moieties,  $  72, 

Power  of  Husband  over,  §  73. 

Sale  under  Execution,  §  74. 

Power  of  Husband  under  Statutes,  $  75. 

Dissolution  by  Death  or  Divorce,  §  76. 

g  63.  Definitions. —  "An  estate  by  entireties  arises  on  a 
gift  to  two  persons  being,  at  the  time  the  gift  takes  effect,  hus- 
band and  wife."'  "A  tenancy  by  entireties  is  peculiar,"  says 
Mr.  Preston,  "  to  a  gift  to  two  persons  being,  at  the  time  the 
gift  takes  effect,  husband  and  wife."^  Why  the  two  celebrated 
and  very  accurate  writers  from  whose  works  the  preceding 
quotations  have  been  made  ever  spoke  of  an  estate  by  en- 

'  Jickling  on  Anal.  L.  &  Eq.  Estates,  252. 

'■*  2  Preston  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  39.  The  same  author,  in  his  work  on  estates,  gives 
a  more  complete  definition.  "Tenancy  by  entireties  is  when  husband  and  wife  take 
an  estate  to  themselves  jointly,  by  grant  or  devise,  or  limitation  of  use,  made  to  them 
during  coverture,  or  by  grant,  etc.,  to  them,  which  is  in  fieri  at  the  time  of  their  mar- 
riage, and  completed,  by  livery  of  seisin  or  attornment,  during  the  coverture." 
"  The  husband  and  wife  have  not  either  a  joint  estate,  a  sole  or  several  estate,  nor 
even  an  estate  in  common.  From  the  unity  of  their  persons  by  marriage,  they  have 
the  estate  entirely  as  one  individual,  and  on  the  death  of  one  of  them,  the  entire  tene- 
ment will,  for  all  the  estate  of  which  they  are  seized  in  this  manner,  belong  to  the 
survivor,  without  the  power  of  alienation  or  forfeiture  of  either  alone,  to  prejudice 
the  right  of  the  other."     (1  Preston  on  Estates,  131.) 
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tii-eties  as  though  its  oulj  origiu  was  by  gift,  is  altogether  un- 
accountable. Mr.  Jickling,  on  the  very  next  page  after  giving 
the  definition  first  quoted,  speaks  of  estates  acquired  by  hus- 
band and  wife  o)i  a  purchase  hi/  them  both,  evidently  using  the 
word  purchase  in  a  sense  which  did  not  include  the  idea  of  a 
gift.  And  certainly  of  the  many  cases  upon  this  subject  to 
be  found  in  the  reports,  not  one  implies  that  this  estate  is 
necessarily  founded  upon  a  gift.  A  tenancy  by  entireties 
arises  whenever  an  estate  vests  in  two  persons,  they  being, 
when  it  so  vests,  husband  and  wife.'  It  is  not  essential  that 
they  should  be  married  when  the  grant  or  gift  is  made,  if 
thereafter,  when  the  gift  vests,  they  are  husband  and  wife. 
Hence,  if  a  devise  be  made  to  a  man  and  woman,  and  before 
the  death  of  the  testator  they  marry,  or  if  a  feoftment  be 
made  to  them  while  they  are  single,  of  w^hich  livery  is  made 
after  marriage;  or  if  they  recover  on  a  voucher  to  warranty 
annexed  to  an  estate  of  which  they  were  joint-tenants — in  all 
these  cases,  they  take  by  entireties. - 

§  64.  Difference  betTveen  Joint-Tenancy  and  an  Estate 
by  Entirety. — A  joint-tenancy  is  distinguished  by  four  unities ; 
a  tenancy  by  entirety  by  five.^  The  former  may  be  vested  in 
any  number  of  natural  persons  more  than  two;  the  latter  can 
be  vested  in  but  two  natural  persons,  and  these  two  are  re- 
garded as  but  one  in  law.  Joint-tenants  take  by  moieties — 
each  is  seized  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  whole :  husband 
and  wife  take  each  an  entirety,  and  are  seized  per  tout  but 
not  per  mij.  Joint-tenants  may  each  alien  his  interest  in 
the  estate:  husband  and  wife  must  alienate  jointly.  The 
former  may  sever  their  estates  at  pleasure :  the  latter  hold  an 
estate  which,  while  it  remains  theirs,  is  inseverable.  The 
former  can  have  partition;  but  the  latter  cannot,  unless  in- 
deed in  a  divorce  proceeding  severing  their  matrimonial  rela- 

'  In  this  description  of  tenancy  l)y  entirety,  wo  have  excluded  the  idea  that  the 
tenancy  must  bo  created  Vjy  gift  or  purchasi-.  Though  not  ordinarily  accjuired  l)y 
descent,  this  is  so  only  because  Imsband  and  wife  rarely  succeed  to  property  as  heirs 
of  the  same  person.  But.  on  so  acquiring  it,  they  are  tenants  by  entireties.  (Gillan 
J).  Dixon,  65  Pa.  S.  395.) 

^  Jickling  Anal.  L.  &  Eq.  Estates,  252;  Co.  Litt.  187;  NichoUa  v.  Nicholls,  cited  Viu. 
Abr.  Baiion  &  FEnre;  Plowd.  Comm.  483. 

^  Topping  1'.  Sadler,  5  Jones,  357. 
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tions.  The  former  may  succeed  to  his  cotenant's  moiety  by 
right  of  survivorship,  while  upon  the  decease  of  either  of  the 
spouses,  the  other  continues  holding  the  entire  estate.^  "A 
conveyance  to  husband  and  wife  creates  neither  a  tenancy  in 
common  nor  a  joint-tenancy.  The  estate  of  joint-tenants  is 
a  unit  made  up  of  divisible  imrts:  that  of  husband  and  wife 
is  also  a  unit,  but  it  is  made  up  of  indivisible  parts.  In  the 
first  case,  there  are  several  holders  of  different  moieties  or 
portions,  and  upon  the  death  of  either,  the  survivor  takes  a 
new  estate.  He  acquires  by  survivorship  the  moiety  of  his 
deceased  cotenant.  In  the  last  case,  though  there  are  two 
natural  persons,  they  are  but  one  person  in  law,  and  upon  the 
death  of  either,  the  survivor  takes  no  new  estate.  It  is  a 
mere  change  in  the  legal  properties  of  the  person  holding, 
and  not  an  alteration  in  the  estate  holden.  The  loss  of  an 
adjunct  merely  reduces  the  legal  personage  holding  the  estate 
to  an  individuality  identical  with  the  nahiral  person.  The 
whole  estate  continues  in  the  survivor  the  same  as  it  would 
continue  in  a  corporation  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  cor- 
porators. This  has  been  the  settled  law  for  centuries.""  As 
tenancy  by  entirety  is  not  noticed  as  a  distinct  tenancy  in 
many  standard  works  upon  the  common  law,  it  may  be  in- 
sisted that  it  is  but  a  species  of  joint-tenancy.  The  differ- 
ences between  the  two  already  pointed  out  in  this  section,  it 
seems  to  us,  conclusively  establish  that  they  must  be  classi- 
fied as  independent  cotenancies.  But  if  our  theory  needs 
any  further  support,  this  support  is  found  in  the  fact  that  all 
the  English  adjudications  upon  this  subject,  as  well  as  all  the 
earlier  writers  upon  the  common  law,  assert  that  husband 
and  wife  cannot,  by  any  words  of  limitation,  however  well 
chosen  for  that  purpose,  receive  an  estate  as  joint-tenants.^ 

'  Doe  LK  Garrison,  1  Dana,  35;  Shaw  v.  Hearsey,  5  Mass.  521;  Hemingway  v.  Scales, 
42  Miss.  1;  Taul  v.  Campbell,  7  Yerg.  333. 

-  Stuckey  v.  Keefe's  Esi-s.  26  Pa.  S.  399;  Gibson  v.  Zimmerman,  12  Mo.  385;  Simp- 
son V.  Pearson,  31  Ind.  1. 

■*  See  autliorities  considered  and  cited  in  ^S  71. 

Mr.  Eam,  in  his  Outline  of  the  Law  of  Tenancy  and  Tenure,  treats  of  tenancy  by 
entireties  as  a  separate  species  of  tenancy,  but  undertakes  to  prove  that  husband  and 
wife  are  not  tenants  by  entireties,  but  joint-tenants.  "The  position  has  been 
hazarded,  that  husband  and  wife,  tenants  by  entireties,  are  joint-tenants.  It  should 
be  observed,  however,  that  this  appears  contrary  to  a  received  notion  of  tenancy  by 
entireties,  and  this  idea  is  sanctioned  by  the  concurrence  of  opinion  of  writers  of  the 
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^  65.  Tenancy  by  Entirety  in  the  United  States. — The 
common  law  in  regard  to  estates  by  entirety  is  at  this  day  in 
force  in  the  majority  of  the  States  of  the  American  Union. 
It  has  not  been  abolished  nor  encroached  upon  by  any  of  the 
statutes  in  reference  to  joint  estates.  From  an  inspection  of 
those  statutes,  it  will  be  discovered  that  quite  a  number  of 
them  contain  exceptions  showing  that  they  do  not  apply  to 

tii'st  eminence.  But  that  tenants  by  entireties  are  joint-tenants  may  be  thought  to 
follow  from  a  consideration  of  the  following  points,  in  which  the  common  joint- 
tenancy  and  a  tenancy  by  entireties  have  a  perfect  agreement.  If  A  griuits  to  B  and 
C  100  acres  in  joint- tenancy,  he  conveys  to  B  and  C  to  hold  jointly.  If  A  grants  to 
D  and  E  his  wife  100  acres,  (not  to  hold  in  common,)  he  conveys  to  D  and  E  his  wife 
jointl}".  B  is  a  tenant,  and  C  is  a  tenant.  So,  it  is  apprehended,  D  is  a  tenant,  and 
E  tenant.  B  with  C,  and  C  with  B,  are  seized  of  the  whole  100  acres;  are  seized  ^jc/- 
tout.  B  and  C  are  jointly  tenants  to  the  prcecipe.  D  and  E  are  jointly  tenants  to  the 
prctcipe.  Survivorship  takes  place  between  B  and  C.  Survivorship  takes  place  be- 
tween D  and  E. 

•  •  In  these  points,  there  appears  not  a  shade  of  difference  between  the  tenancy  of  B 
and  C,  and  the  tenancy  of  D,  and  E  his  wife.  B  and  C  are  joint-tenants;  then  why 
are  not  D  and  E  ?  That  which  distinguishes  a  tenancy  by  entireties  from  a  common 
joint-tenancy  is  this:  that  tenancies  by  entireties  are  not  seized  per  my.  They  are 
seized  per  tout  only.  But  because  they  arc  not  seized  per  my,  docs  it  follow  they  are 
not  joint- tenants?  The  common  joint-tenants  are  seized  per  my;  but  would  they  be 
less  joint-tenants  if  not  seized ^er  my?  AVhat  is  it  that  constitutes  a  jointr tenancy? 
A  joint  seisin  ^er  tout.  It  is  not  a  seisin ^e;*  my  which  makes  a  joint-tenancy.  With- 
out that,  the  common  joint-tenants  would  stUl  be  joint-tenants.  Because  tenants  by 
entireties  are  not  seized  per  my,  is  surely  no  reason  to  make  tliem  not  joint-tenants. 
A  learned  writer  says,  tenants  by  entireties  have  not  either  a  joint  estate,  a  solo  or 
several  estate,  nor  even  an  estate  in  common.  With  great  submission,  it  may  bo  con- 
tended that  the  joi//<-estate  is  precisely  the  estate  which  they  have.  The  estate  of 
tenants  by  entireties  is  more  a  joint-estate;  tlian  the  estate  of  common  joint-tenants; 
for  whereas  the  common  joint-tenants  are  seized  ^^er  my  etjwr  tout,  tenants  by  entire- 
ties are  seized  _pe?'  tout  only.  If  tenants  per  my  etper  tout  have  a  joint  estate,  il  fortiori 
tenants  pe7' to<<  have."  After  thus  reasoning  to  demonstrate  that  husband  and  wife 
are  joint-tenants,  Mr.  Ram  argues  that  they  are  not  tenants  liy  entireties,  because  if 
they  are  to  be  regarded  as  one  j)er8on  in  law,  the  act  of  one  is  tho  act  of  both;  the 
mind  of  one  the  mind  of  both;  and  the  conveyance  of  one  the  conveyance  of  both; 
whereas,  the  estate  acquired  during  coverture  by  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred or  prejudiced  ^vithout  the  assent  of  both;  and  he  concludes  his  description  of 
this  tenancy  as  follows:  '•  If  tho  persons  of  these  tenants  arc  one,  there  seems  to  bo 
an  inconsistency  in  calling  tliem  tenants  by  entireties.  One  i^erson  can  have  but  one 
seisin,  one  entirety.    The  vi(;w    taken  of  a  tenancy  by  entireties  is  sliortly  this: 

"That  the  husband  and  wife  arc  joint-tenants. 

•That  their  tenancy  is  a  species  of  joint-tenancy. 

"That  like  other  joint-tenants,  they  are  seized 7)er  tout. 

"  But  unlike  other  joint-tenants,  they  are  iMt  seized pp;'  my. 

"As  seized  pr-c  tout,  that  their  persons  are  several. 

"As  not  seized /;t  my,  but  one.  only. 

"That  tliey  arejoint-txiiiantsand  tenants  by  entireties,  because  each  is  seized  per  (oui. 

"That  they  are  culled  tenants  by  entireties  to  distinguisli  them  from  tlic  joint- 
tenants  seized  per  my  et  per  tout."     (Ram's  Tenure  and  Tenancy,  170-4.) 
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estates  granted  or  devised  to  husband  and  wife.  But,  inde- 
pendent of  any  express  exceptions,  they  have  been  almost 
uniformly  confined  in  their  operations  to  Joint -tenancies. 
The  reasons  advanced  for  holding  that  estates  by  entirety  are 
not  included  in  these  statutes  are :  1st,  the  statutes  apply  to 
joint-tenancies  only;  2d,  they  apply  only  to  estates  held  by 
two  or  more,  whereas  estates  by  entirety  are,  in  the  eyes  of 
the  law,  vested  in  one  person;  3d,  they  apply  to  estates  of 
which  a  severance  can  be  made,  while  this  estate  of  husband 
and  wife  is  inseverable;  and  4th,  because  the  wrongs  in- 
tended to  be  avoided  by  the  statute  arise  from  joint-tenancy 
alone;  and  5th,  because,  while  a  joint-tenancy  "is  prejudicial 
to  the  Commonwealth  and  repugnant  to  the  genius  of  Repub- 
lics," tenancies  by  entirety  are  not.  On  account  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statutes,  in  a  few  instances,  but  more  frequently 
without  any  aid  from  the  statutes,  and  because  of  the  reasons 
already  suggested,  tenancy  by  entirety  has  been  recognized 
in  the  States  of  Illinois,^  Indiana,^  Kentucky^  Maine,'*  Mas- 
sachusetts,^ Michigan,*^  Mississippi,'  Missouri,**  North  Caro- 
lina,'' New  York,'"  New  Jersey,"  Pennsylvania,'^  Tennessee,'" 
Vermont, '*  Virginia,'^  and  Wisconsin."^  In  Upper  Canada,  a 
statute  of  1834  enacted  that  all  land  granted  to  two  or  more 

'  Mariner  v.  Saunders,  5  Gilm.  124;  Lux  v.  Hoff,  47  111.  427. 

-  Davis  V.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  30  Ind.  305;  Jones  v.  Chandler,  40 
Ind.  588. 

■*Doe  V.  Garrison,  1  Dana,  35;  Rogers  t).  Grider,  lb.  242;  Moore  i).  Moore,  12  B. 
Monr.  664;  Babbitt  v.  Scroggin,  1  Duval,  274.  By  statute  of  this  State,  in  force  since 
1850,  husband  and  wife  take  as  tenants  in  common,  unless  a  right  by  survivorship  is 
expressly  provided  for.  (Genl.  St.  ed.  of  1873,  p.  531,  sec.  13.)  This  statute  does  not 
affect  estates  acquired  prior  to  its  passage.     (Elliott  v.  Nichols,  4  Bush,  502.) 

*  Greenlaw  v.  Greenlaw,  13  Me.  186;  Harding  v.  Springer,  14  Me.  407. 

a  Shaw  V.  Hearsey,  5  Mass.  521;  Fox  v.  Fletcher,  8  Mass.  274;  Varnum  v.  Abbot,  12 
Mass.  478. 

•*  Fisher  v.  Provin,  25  Mich.  347. 

■^  Hemingway  v.  Scales,  42  Miss.  1;  2  American  Reports,  586. 

»  Gibson  v.  Zimmerman,  12  Mo.  386;  Garners.  Jones,  52  Mo.  68. 

a  Woodford  v.  Higly,  1  Wins.  237;  Todd  v.  Zachai-y,  1  Busbee  Eq.  286. 

>o  Wright  V.  Sadler,  20  N.  Y.  320. 

'-  Den  V.  Hardenberg,  5  Halst.  44;  Thomas  v.  De  Baum,  1  McCarter  Ch.  40. 

1-  Robb  V.  Beaver,  8  Watts  &  S.  127;  Auman  <).  Auman,  21  Pa.  St.  347;  Bates r. Seely, 
46  Pa.  St.  249. 

'^  Taul  V.  Campbell,  7  Yerg.  319;  Ames  v.  Norman,  4  Sneed,  692. 

"  Brownson  v.  Hull,  16  Vt.  309. 

'&  Thornton  v.  Thornton,  3  Rand,  179. 

"i  Ketchum  v.  Walsworth.  5  Wis.  95;  Bennett  v.  Child,  19  Wis.  364. 
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persons  other  than  executors,  should  be  held  as  a  tenancy  in 
common,  unless  an  intention  sufficiently  appeared  from  the 
conveyance  that  a  joint-tenancy  was  intended.  The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  had  no  doubt  that  this  statute  applied  only  to 
such  conveyances  as,  but  for  the  statute,  would  create  a 
joint-tenancy;  and  that  it  therefore  could  not  operate  on  a 
conveyance  to  a  husband  and  wife.' 

§  66.  States  -where  Tenancy  by  Entireties  does  not 
Exist. — In  Connecticut,  estates  by  entireties  have  never  been 
recognized.  Deeds  and  devises  to  husband  and  wife  are  con- 
sidered as  vesting  the  estate  conveyed  or  devised,  in  the  same 
manner  as  to  other  persons.  This  rule  in  Connecticut  is  not 
based  upon  any  statutory  abolition  of  the  common  law,  but 
upon  the  fact  that,  up  to  the  time  the  question  seems  to  have 
been  first  decided,  (1836,)  there  had  been  a  common  under- 
standing so  long  acquiesced  in  that  the  Court  Avas  unwilling  to 
distui-b  it.^  So  in  Ohio  the  decisions  have  always  been  averse 
to  this  estate.  The  main  specification  against  it  was  that 
"The  Jus  ace  rescendiis  not  founded  in  principles  of  natural 
justice,  nor  in  any  reasons  of  public  policy  applicable  to  our 
society  or  institutions.  But,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  adverse  to 
the  understandings,  habits,  and  feelings  of  the  people."''  In 
Iowa,  tenancy  by  entireties  can  be  created  only  by  express 
words  for  that  purpose,  the  Courts  of  that  State  having  de- 
cided that  the  statute  declaring  that  conveyances  to  two  or 
more  in  their  own  right  create  a  tenancy  in  comuKjn,  imless  a 
contrary  intent  is  expressed,  is  applicable  to  conveyances  to 
husband  and  wife.  In  so  deciding,  the  Court,  after  alluding 
to  the  tendency  of  legislation  and  of  public  sentiment  against 
joint-tenancies,  said :  ' '  But  is  it  still  true  that  the  destriKJtion, 
partial  or  entire,  of  joint-tenancies  does  not  apply  to  or  affect 
conveyances  to  husband  and  wife?  In  other  words,  is  it  true 
that  in  this  State  such  conveyances  are  to  07ie  person,  and  that 
the  sui-vivor  takes  the  whole?  If  the  legal  unity  or  oneness 
continues  as  fully  as  at  common  law,  then  there  would  seem 

'  In  ro  Shaver,  HI  Q.  B.  (Upjx  r  Caniula)  605. 
-  Whittlesey  v.  Fuller,  11  Conn.  340. 

'  Sergeant  v.  Steinberger,  2  Ohio,  SOry,  Wilson  i".  Fleming,  13  lb.  68;  Penn  i\  Cox, 
hilh.m 
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to  be  no  escape  from  the  conclusion.  But  this  is  just  what 
is  denied;  and  in  the  same  connection  it  is  also  denied  that 
the  '  estate  in  entirety'  exists  in  this  State,  or  is  known  to  our 
law. 

"It  is  by  no  means  asserted  or  claimed  that  husband  and 
wife  are  two  j)ersons  for  all  j)urposes,  nor  that  the  common- 
law  idea  of  unity  is  by  any  means  entirely  abolished  or  abro- 
gated.    But  what  is  asserted  is,  that  as  the  wife  may  hold  and 
convey  real  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  other  persons,  so 
she  may  take  by  the  same  tenure  and  subject  to  the  same  in- 
cidents, neither  gi'eater  nor  less,  as  though  a  feme  sole.     If  no 
contrary  intent  is  expressed  in  the  conveyance  to  them,  or  the 
instrument  under  which  they  hold,  the  husband  and  wife  take 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  in  entirety.     Kt  common  law, 
they  were  so  far  so  completely,  so  essentially  one,  that  they 
could  not  take  by  moieties.     And  why  V     Because  of  this  ab- 
solute oneness.     But  does  this  reason  longer  exist,  or,  at 
least,  with  us?"     After  adverting  to  legislation  in  Iowa  in- 
novating upon  the  common  law  in  regard  to  the  powers  of  a 
married  woman,  the  Court  concluded  that  "her  ability  now, 
as  compared  with  the  rule  of   the  common  law,  to  take  a 
separate  estate,  her  ability  to  stand  seized  in  her  own  right 
jointly  with  the  husband,  and  to  now  hold  by  moieties,  just 
as  joint-tenants  could — we  say  these  considerations  seem  con- 
clusively to  show  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  as  to  estates 
in  entirety  cannot  obtain  here.     The  doctrine  always  stood 
upon  what  was  little  more  than  the  merest  fiction,  and  as  this, 
by  our  legislation,  has  measurably  given  way  to  theories  and 
doctrines  more  in  accord  Avith  the  true  and  actual  relations  of 
husband  and  wife,  the  rule  itself  must  be  abandoned."' 

g  67.     A  tenancy  by  entireties  may  exist  in  an  estate 

"  in  fee,  in  tail,  for  life,  or  for  years,  or  other  chattel  real."  ^ 
It  may  be  of  an  estate  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder.'' 
It  may  also  be  of  customary  estates.*  A  tenancy  by  entire- 
ties of  the  legal  estate  may  exist  between  husband  and  wife 

'  Hoffman  v.  Stigers,  28  Iowa,  307. 

"  2  Preston  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  39;   Wiscot's  -Case,  2  Eep.  60;  5  Bac.  Ab.  244; 
Downing  v.  Seymour,  Cro.  Eliz.  912. 
=*  Purefoy  v.  Rogers.  2Saund  382. 
■•  Glaister  v.  Hewer.  8  Ves.  195. 
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under  such  circumstances  that  in  equity  they  will  be  regarded 
as  tenants  in  common.  Thus,  if  a  man  and  wife  hold  the 
equitable  title  to  a  tract  of  land  as  tenants  in  common,  and  a 
patent  based  upon  such  equitable  title  issue  to  them,  they 
will  thereafter  hold  the  legal  title  as  tenants  by  entireties, 
with  the  right  of  survivorship ;  yet  her  equitable  estate  will 
not  be  thereby  defeated,  but  will  descend  to  her  heirs  at  hei 
death.  1 

^68.  In  Personal  Property. — Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  recent 
work  on  the  Law  of  Married  Women,  says  ' '  if  real  estate  is 
conveyed  by  deed  to  a  husband  and  wife,  this  creates  in  them 
a  peculiar  kind  of  tenancy,  known  as  tenancy  by  the  entirety; 
the  consequence  of  Avhich  is,  that,  during  the  coverture, 
neither  can  alien  the  land  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the 
other,  and  on  the  dissolution  of  the  coverture  by  the  death 
of  one  of  them,  the  survivor  takes  the  whole.  Nothing  of 
this  sort  is  known  in  respect  of  personal  property.  Since 
the  wife  cannot  o^ti  personal  property  in  her  possession  in 
her  own  right,  but  whatever  title  she  has  to  such  property 
vests  in  the  husband,  if  a  chattel  is  given  or  sold  to  husband 
and  wife  jointly,  the  title  passes  wholly  to  him."^  The  dec- 
laration that  nothing  in  the  nature  of  tenancy  by  entirety  is 
known  in  respect  to  personal  property  is  supported  by  a  single 
citation.^  That  it  is  so  feebly  supported  is  not  attributable 
to  omission  to  take  advantage  of  whatever  may  have  been 
available  on  that  side  of  tiie  question,  but  to  the  fact  that 
there  are  certainly  few  cases,  and  in  all  probability  no  case, 
in  accord  with  the  one  on  which  Mr.  Bisho2:)'s  assertion  is 
based.  On  the  other  hand,  the  reports,  English  and  Ameri- 
can, new  and  old,  abound  in  cases  recognizing  tenancy  by  en- 
tirety in  all  kinds  of  personal  estate,  and  enforcing  the  right 
of  the  surviving  husband  or  wife  to  the  entire  property."' 
Thus,  a  legacy  to  a  husband  and  wife  of  XlOO  per  annum  vests 

Norman  v.  Cunningliain,  5  Gratt.  70. 

-  Bishop  on  the  Law  of  Marriccl  Women,  sec.  211. 

•  Polk  V.  Allen.  19  Mo.  407.  But  in  a  later  case  in  the  same  State,  (ShicUl.s  v.  Still- 
man.  48  Mo.  8(j,)  a  husband  and  wife  were  regarded  as  tenants  Ijy  entirety  of  a 
promis.sory  note. 

■•  Bricker  v.  Whately,  1  Vern.  23^;  ('o\>'^H'r  r.  Stott.  .'!  V.  Wnis.  121:  Atty.  Gcnl.  tt. 
Bacclms,  0  Price,  .30. 
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in  them  as  tenants  by  the  entirety,  and  the  survivor  is  entitled 
to  the  whole.'  The  same  is  true  of  a  joint  judgment  in  favor 
of  husband  and  wife;^  and  of  all  choses  in  action  taken  by 
them  in  their  joint  names. ^  And  whenever  a  husband  ^vo- 
cures  stocks  in  the  name  of  himself  and  wife,  or  takes  notes, 
mortgages,  or  other  securities  in  his  and  her  names,  a  tenancy 
by  entirety  is  created  in  such  stocks,  notes,  mortgages,  or 
other  securities.  The  husband  is  jaresumed  to  have  meant 
something  by  the  use  of  his  wife's  name,  and  that  something 
is  also  presumed  to  have  been  intended  for  her  advantage. 
Had  he  desired  to  be  sole  owner,  he  would  have  used  no  name 
other  than  his  own.  But  having  had  her  name  inserted  with 
his  own,  she,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  becomes  sole  OAvner 
of  all  which  the  two  at  the  moment  of  his  decease  possessed 
as  tenants  by  the  entirety."*  So,  when  a  husband  purchased 
a  Walk  in  a  Chase,  and  took  the  patent  to  himself  and  wife 
and  B,  and  her  right  to  the  share  of  the  patent  was  afterwards 
questioned,  the  Court  said,  "It  shall  be  presumed  to  be  in- 
tended as  an  advancement  and  provision  for  the  wife;"  and 
decreed  that  she  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  patent  during 
her  life.^ 

^  69.  Creation. — "The  same  words  of  conveyance  Avhich 
would  make  two  other  persons  joint-tenants  will  make  a  hus- 
band and  wife  tenants  of  the  entirety,  so  that  neither  can 
sever  the  jointure,  but  the  whole  must  accrue  to  the  sur- 
vivor."^ Hence,  a  bequest  to  my  daughter  Catherine  M., 
married  to  Samuel  M.,  the  one-eighth  part  to  them,  as  it  mani- 
fests by  the  use  of  the  words  "to  them"  an  intent  to  give 
property  to  a  husband  and  wife,  gives  rise  to  tenancy  by  en- 
tireties.'    But  it  seems  to  be  essential  that  the  spouses  be 

'  CowiDer  V.  Scott,  3  P.  Wms.  120. 

■^  Bond  V   Simmons,  3  Atk.  21;  Anon.  3  Atk.  726;  Coppin  v. ,  2  P.  Wms.  496. 

a  Jickling's  Analogy  L.  &  Eq.  Estates,  257,  citing  Temple  v.  Temple,  Cro.  EIiz.  791; 
Norton  v  Glover,  Noy,  149.  As  to  promissoiynote,  see  Shields  v.  Stillman,  48  Mo.  86. 
'  ^  In  re  Gadbury,  32  Law  J.  Eep.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  780;  Craig  v.  Craig,  3  Barb.  Ch.  104; 
Draper  v.  Jackson,  16  Mass.  486;  Christ's  Hospital  v.  Rugdin,  2  Vern.  683;  Rider  v. 
Kidder,  10  Ves.  360. 

sKingdon  r.  Bridges,  2  Vern.  67.  „r,  t.     q^ 

0  De  Grav  C  J.,  in  Green  v.  King,  2  Wm.  Bl.  1213;  Martin  v.  Jackson,  27  Pa.  St. 
504;  Doc  v.  Parratt,  5  Term  Eep.  652;  Farmer's  Bank  v.  Gregory,  49  Barb.  155;  Ben 
V.  Hardenbergh,  5  Halst.  45. 

-•  Hamm  v.  Meisenhelter,  9  Watts,  350. 
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jointly  entitled,  as  well  as  jointly  uanied,  iu  the  deed.  Hence, 
if  the  wife  alone  be  entitled  to  a  eouvejauce,  and  it  is  made 
to  her  and  her  husband  jointly,  the  latter  will  not  be  allowed 
to  retain  the  whole  hy  survivorship.  This  is  equally  true 
where  the  conveyance  is  so  made  at  her  request,  because, 
being  a  married  woman,  she  is  presumed  by  the  common  law 
to  have  acted  under  the  power  and  by  the  coercion  of  her 
husband.  •  Tenancy  by  entirety  is  not  always  created  by  pur- 
chase. In  Pennsylvania,  it  has  been  determined  that  a  hus- 
band and  wife  inheriting  property  as  heirs  of  one  of  their 
children,  acquire  thereby  an  estate  by  entii'eties.' 

(J  70.  Husband  and  Wife  take  as  one  Person. — The  hus- 
band and  wife  not  only  take  an  entire  estate  as  one  person  when 
it  is  gi-anted  to  them,  but  they  are  also  regarded  as  one  person 
in  any  conveyance  made  to  them  and  others,  and  therefore 
take  but  one  moiety.  Thus,  if  a  deed  be  made  to  A  and  wife 
and  B,  here  A  and  A^-ife  together  take  but  one  half.'*  This  is 
true  whether  the  conveyance  be  intended  to  create  a  joint- 
tenancy  or  a  tenancy  in  common.^  A  legacy  was  given  to 
Captain  E.  G.,  his  wife,  and  children.  The  Master  of  the 
Kolls,  in  construing  the  bequest,  said:  "The  testatrix  has 
used  no  words  from  which  it  can  be  discovered  what,  if  any, 
intention  she  had  with  respect  to  the  proportions  in  which 
the  legatees  were  to  take  and  enjoy  the  legacy  thus  given  to 
them  jointly.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  proportion 
must  be  determined  by  the  ordinary  rule  applicable  to  such 
cases;  and  there  being  nothing  to  distinguish  the  present 
case  from  those  in  which  the  rule  stated  in  Littleton,  and 
applied  in  several  cases  cited  at  the  bar,  Avas  acted  upon,  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  legatees  must  take  in  thirds :  viz. , 
the  husband  and  wife  one,  and  the  two  children  each  of  them 

"S 

one.  ' 

'  Moore  v.  Moore,  12  B.  Monr.  664;  Babbit  «.  Seroggin,  1  Duval,  27;5. 

-  Gillan  r.  Dixon,  65  Pa.  St.  .395. 

•'  Doc  0.  WilHon,  -i  Barn.  &  Ala.  3  03;  Earlier  r.  Harris.  15  Wend.  til5;  Back  r.  An- 
drew, 2  Vern.  120;  Brickcr  v.  Wliatley,  1  Vcrn.  2.33;  Litt.  see.  291;  In  re  Wylde,  2  D. 
M.  «t  G.  721.     Contra,  we  Warrington  r.  Warrington.  2  Hiire,  5(i. 

'  Johnson  r.  Hart,  C  Watts  ^V  S.  .31'.», 

••Gordon  v.  Whieldon,  18  L.  .1.  I'lep.  (N.  S.)  Chun.  5;  11  Beav.  17(1;  Atcheson  v. 
Atcheson,  18  L.  J.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  Chane.  230;  11  B<a\.  48.5. 

C.  <fe  p.— 9 
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§  71.  That  Husband  and  Wife  cannot  take  by  Moieties. — 

We  have  seen  that  the  peculiar  ground  on  which  the  tenancy 
by  entireties  rests  is  the  legal  identity  of  husband  and  wife. 
' '  Husband  and  wife  being  one  person  in  law,  they  cannot, 
during  the  coverture,  take  separate  estates;    and  therefore, 
upon  a  purchase  by  both,  they  cannot  be  seized  by  moieties, 
but  both  and  each  has  the  entirety."'     The  language  just 
quoted  was  used  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  husband 
and  wife  take  by  entireties  in  all  cases  when  there  is  no  ex- 
press limitation.     But,  going  beyond  the  necessities  of  the 
case  out  of  which  it  arose,  it  assiimes,  beyond  mistake,  that 
the  inevitable  consequence  of  the  legal  identity  of  husband 
and  wife  is,  that  they  can  receive,  during  coverture,  no  estate 
which  does  not  vest  in  them  by  entireties.     No  doubt,  there 
are  a  number  of  cases,  both  English  and  Aiijerican,  containing 
dicta  which,  like  that  quoted  above,  seem  inconsistent  ^viih 
the  possibility  of  husband  and  wife  receiving  an  estate  by 
moieties.-     But  in  addition  to  the  dicta  alluded  to,  there  are 
eases  directly  in  point  affirming  that  the  spouses  cannot  take 
estates  as  tenants  in  common,  nor  as  joint-tenants.     Thus,  in 
New  York,  a  deed  was  made  to  J.  C.  and  his  wife  "as  tenants 
in  common,  and  in  equality  of  estate,  and  not  as  joint-tenants." 
The  Assistant  Vice-Chancellor,  after  some  discussion  of  the 
authorities,    determined    that    this    conveyance    necessarily 
passed  an  estate  by  entireties,  because  there  was  ' '  a  legal 
incapacity  to  take  in  severalty,  arising  from  a  legal  identity; 
and  a  giantor  cannot  remove  that  incapacit}'  without  the  in- 
tervention of  a  trustee.""    In  Pennsylvania,  a  deed  to  Wm.  B. 
and  his  wife  Kebecea,  purported  to  convey  to  them  ' '  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants."     After  citing  and 
approving  the  decision  made  by  the  Assistant  Vice-Chancellor 
in  New  York,  the  Supreme  Court  of   Pennsylvania,  in  an 
opinion  in  reference  to  the  legal  effect  of  this  last  deed,  said : 
' '  If  the  doctrine  to  which  we  refer  is  not  a  mere  rule  for  as- 
certaining the  meaning  of  words,  but  a  rule  of  law  founded 
on  the  rights  and  incapacities  of  the  matrimonial  union,  it 

I  Green  v.  King,  2  W.  Bl.  121. 

-  Rogers  v.  Benson,  5  .Tolin.  Cli,  437;   .Jacks^on  r.  Stevens,  16  Jolins.  115;   Barber  v. 
Harris,  15  W^end.  617. 
3  Dias  r.  Glover,  1  Hoftni.  Cli.  70. 
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must  be  ob-\dous  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
veyance is  entirely  immaterial.      If   the  husband  and  wife 
cannot  take  a  conveyance  by  moieties,  if  they  are  absolutely 
incapable  of  receiving  such  a  grant,  it  is  clear  that  no  words  in 
the  conveyance  to  them,  however  clearly  expressed,  can  give 
them  that  capacity.     How  stands  the  argument  on  this  ques- 
tion?    Tenants  in  common  may  sell  their  respective  shares. 
They  are  compellable  to  make  partition.     They  are  liable  to 
i-eciprocal  actions  of  waste  and  account;  and  if  one  turns  the 
other  out  of  possession,  an  action  of  ejectment  will  lie  against 
him.     These  incidents  cannot  exist  in  an  estate  held  by  hus- 
band and  wife.     No  action  of  partition  or  waste,  or  account  or 
ejectment,  can  be  maintained  by  one  against  the  other.     The 
husband  could  not  sell  his  moiety  free  from  the  dower  of  his 
wife.     The  Avife  could  not  sell  hers  at  all  without  the  consent 
of  her  husband.     It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  estate, 
during  the  lives  of  the  grantees,  or  during  the  continuance 
of  the  marriage  bond,  would  have  none  of  the  chief  incidents 
of  a  tenancy  in  common.    The  existence  of  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, which  cannot  be  so  held  or  enjoyed  during  the  lives  of 
the  holders,  and  which  has  none  of  the  incidents  of  such  an 
estate,  is  a  legal  impossibility.     If  they  cannot  hold  in  com- 
mon during  their  lives,  of  course  they  cannot  so  hold  after 
one  of  the  parties  is  dead.'"    So,  in  Ireland,  when  a  convey- 
ance was  made  to  husband  and  wife,   the  Court  was  "of 
opinion  that  the  operation  of  that  conveyance  was  to  grant 
an  estate  by  entireties;  for  to  speak  of  a  grant  to  a  husband 
and  wife  as  an  estate  of  joint-tenancy  is,  properly  speaking, 
a  solecism."^ 

^  72.    That  Husband  and  Wife  may  take  by  Moieties.— 

The  decisions,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  preceding  section,  de- 
nying that  husband  and  wife  may  take  an  estate  other  than 
by  entireties,  rest  upon  two  grounds.  The  first  and  chief  of 
these  grounds  is  that  the  spouses  cannot  take  any  other  estate ; 
the  second,  as  appears  from  the  reasoning  quoted  from  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  is  that  the 
spouses   cannot,    during   coverture,   enjojj  any  other   estate. 

I  Stuckey  r.  Keefe»  Ex.  2G  Pa.  St.  400. 
«  PoUokv.  Kelly,  G  Ir.  L.  R.  (N.  H.)  373. 
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The  second  grcmnd  can,  we  think,  be  readily  disposed  of,  by 
the  authorities.  For  though  the  rights  and  remedies  of  a 
married  woman,  who  is  cotenant  with  her  husband,  may  be 
limited  during  coverture,  she  is  nevertheless  as  much  a  co- 
tenant  with  him  as  she  was  before  their  marriage.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  if  a  man  and  woman,  holding  an  estate  as 
cotenants,  marry,  they  will  continue  to  be  joint-tenants,  or 
tenants  in  common,  as  before  their  marriage.^  So  there  is 
no  reason  for  assei*ting  that  husband  and  wife  cannot  hold  but 
by  entireties.  But  the  second  ground  cannot  be  so  easily 
answered.  Husband  and  wife  may  take  an  estate  as  tenants 
in  common,  or  as  joint-tenants,  as  between  themselves  and 
others.  Thus,  if  a  bequest  were  made  to  A  and  wife  and  B, 
with  words  of  severance,  it  would  vest  as  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon— A  and  wife  having  one  moiety,  and  B  the  other  ;^  but 
the  moiety  of  A  and  wife  would  nevertheless  vest  in  them  as 
an  entirety."  But  it  is  doubtful  Avhether  any  reported  case, 
prior  to  the  publication  of  Mr.  Preston's  ' '  Treatise  on 
Estates,"  ever  supported  the  doctrine  that,  as  between  them- 
selves, husband  and  wife  can  take  an  estate  other  than  by 
entireties.  In  that  treatise,  the  assertion  was  made,  that  "  in 
point  of  fact,  and  agreeable  to  natural  reason,  free  from  arti- 
ficial deductions,  the  husband  and  wife  are  distinct  and  in- 
dividual persons;  and  accordiugly,  when  lands  are  granted  to 
them  as  tenants  in  common,  thereby  treating  them  without 
any  respect  to  their  social  union,  they  will  hold  by  moieties, 
as  other  distinct  and  individual  persons  would  do."^  Clear 
as  this  language  is,  and  logical  as  it  seems  to  be,  it  has  the 
peculiarity  of  being  the  cause  rather  than  the  result  of  Idie 
reported  decisions  in  harmony  with  it.  It  finds  no  support 
in  the  early  reports  or  text-books;  and  Mr.  Preston  was  so 
fully  aware  of  the  doubtful  character  of  his  assertion  that,  in 
his  work  on  Abstracts  of  Title, ^  he  repeated  it  in  this  modified 

'  Moody  V.  Moody,  Amb.  649;  McDermott  v.  French,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  80;  Dew  v.  Har- 
denbergh,  5  Halst.  46;  Co.  Litt.  187  &.  So  a  wife  may  become  tenant  in  common 
with  her  husband,  by  a  conveyance  to  her  from  her  husband's  cotenant.  (Moore  v. 
Moore,  47  N.  Y.467.) 

■^  Paine  c.  Wagner.  12  Sim.  188. 

•*  Barber  y.  Harris,  15  Wend.  617. 

.•«  1  Prest.  on  Estates,  132. 

^  Vol.  2,  p.  41. 
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form:  "And  even  a  liiisbaiid  and  wife  may,  by  express  words, 
at  least  so  the  law  is  undeistood,  be  made  tenants  in'commou 
by  a  gift  to  them  dui'ing  coverture."     In  America,  the  doc- 
trine of  Mr.  Preston  has  met  with  some  approval.     In  New 
York,  the  decisions  are  variant.     That  of  the  Assistant  Yice- 
Chancellor,  made  in  1839,  has  ah-eady  been  alhided  to  in  the 
preceding  section.      Subsequently,  a  case  came  before  the 
Yice-Chancellor,  where  a  deed  had  been  made  to  husband 
and  wife,  "  the  one  equal  half  part  to  each."     The  decision 
made  upon  this  deed  was  based  upon  a  citation  from  one  of 
Mr.  Preston's  works.     The  Yice-Chancellor  stated  the  sub- 
stance of  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Mr.  Preston,  and  added : 
' '  I  have  no  hesitation  about  adopting  and  following  this  rule, 
especially  in  a  court  of  equity  where  the  intention  of   the 
parties  in  any  deed  or  instrument,  not  contrary  to  law,  should 
be  allowed  to  prevail."  ^     In  New  Jersey,  a  bill  for  partition 
alleged  that  on  the  1st  of  September,  1858,  a  husband  and 
wife  were  seized  in  fee  of  the  premises,  as  tenants  in  common, 
by  virtue  of  a  certain  conveyance  made  to  them;   that  there- 
after the  husband  had  sold  his  interest  to  the  complainant. 
The  bill  was  against  the  wife  to  compel  partition.     A  de- 
murrer was  interposed,  on  the  ground  that  the  estate  con- 
veyed to  the  husband  and  wife  must  necessarily  have  been  an 
entirety,  and  was  therefore  not  subject  to  partition.     This 
portion  of  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  on  the  authority  of 
Mr.  Preston,  reference  being  made  to  his  work  on  Estates. 
The  Chancellor  said :   "  So  it  seems  that  a  husband  and  wife 
may,  by  express  words,  be  made  tenants  in  common  by  gift 
to  them  during  coverture.     The  bill  alleges  that  the  husband 
and  wife  were  seized  as  tenants  in  common  by  virtue  of  a 
conveyance  made  to  them.     Even,  therefore,  if  it  appears  by 
the  bill  that  the  conveyance  was  made  during  covei-ture,  that 
fact  is  not  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  creation  of  a  ten- 
ancy in  common.    As  there  is  a  direct  averment  that  the  con- 
veyance created  a  tenancy  in  common,  it  must  be  assumed 
that  apt  words  were  used  in  the  deed  for  that  purpose.     This 
<jbiectiou  cannot  prevail  ui)on  demurrer. "-' 

'  Hickrt  V.  Cochran,  4  Edw.  Cli.  110. 
-■  McDcrmott  v.  Frt-uch.  15  N.  J.  Eq.  80. 
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§  73.     Power  of  Husband  over  Estate  by  Entireties.— 

The  title  and  rights  of  the  wife  in  an  estate  held  by  herself 
and  husband  by  entireties,  are  not  liable  to  be  conveyed,  en- 
cumbered, or  othei-wise  prejudiced  or  disposed  of,  by  hei 
husband  to  any  greater  extent  than  though  such  estate  was 
vested  in  her  exclusively  in  her  own  right.     Many  cases  con- 
tain the  general  statement  that  no  conveyance  or  encumbrance 
made  by  the  husband  is  valid  against  the  wife.'    Upon  exam- 
ination of  these  cases,  it  will  be  found  that  the  general  lan- 
guage employed  in  them  is  applicable  only  to  the  rights  of 
the  wife  as  the  survivor  of  such  species  of  property  as  would 
not  have  been  subject  to  the  control  and  disposal  of  the  hus- 
band had  she  owned  it  in  severalty.     As  to  such  property, 
not  even  the  conviction  of  a  husband  for  high  treason  can 
defeat  the  right  of  his  wife  to  the  whole  as  survivor.^     It 
must  be  remembered  that  a  husband  by  marriage  acquires, 
"  during  coverture,  the  usufruct  of  all  the  real  estate  which 
his  wife  has,  in  fee-simple,  fee-tail,  or  for  life;"  that  he  has 
the  further  right  to  reduce  her  personal  estate  to  his  posses- 
sion, to  sue  for  her  chattels  and  upon  her  choses  in  action  in 
his  own  name,  and  to  dispose  of  her  personal  property  as  he 
may  think  fit.     The  same  power  which  enables  a  husband  to 
obtain  possession  and  control  of  the  wife's  estate  when  held 
by  her  in  severalty,  entitles  him  to  a  similar  power  over  her 
interest  in  like  property  held  by  herself  and  husband  in  en-  ' 
tireties.     There  is  therefore  little  or  no  doubt  that,  by  the 
common  law,  the  husband  could  dispose  of  the  possession  of 
real  estate  held  by  entireties,  and  that  he  could  mortgage  and 
otherwise  encumber  such  real  estate,  and  that  his  grantee  or 
mortgagee  thereby  acqiiii-ed  rights  which  were  paramount  to 
the  rights  of   the  wife  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  and 
subordinate  only  to  her  claim  as  survivor.     So  in  regard  to 
personal  estate  held  by  entireties,  the  husband  could  reduce 
it  to  his  sole  possession,  and  claim  and  hold  it  as  his  sole 
property.     When  he  so  reduced  it,  it  became  his,  and  he 
could  sell  or  encumber  it  at  his  pleasure.^ 

'  Doe  V.  Parratt,  5  T.  R.  655;  Bennett  v.  Child,  19  Wis.  365;  Bomar  v.  MuUins,  4 
Rich.  Eq.  80;  Ketchum  v.  Walsworth,  5  Wis.  95. 

■^  Washburn  v.  Burns,  34  N.  J.  Law,  19;  Co.  Litt.  147  <(:  Beaiimont's  Case,  9  Bep. 
140  6. 

■■'  Draper  r.  Jackson,  16  Mass.  486;  Grnte  y.-Locroft,  Cro. Eliz.  287;  Watts  r.  Thomas, 
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^  74.  Sale  under  Execution. — In  a  recent  work  on  Jiidi- 
cial  Sales,  the  statement  is  made  that  ' '  no  separate  proceeding 
against  one  of  them  during  their  joint  lives  will,  by  sale, 
affect  the  title  to  the  property-  as  against  the  other  one  as 
survivor,  or  as  against  the  two  during  their  joint  lives."'  The 
rule  as  thus  laid  down,  ignores  the  interest  which  the  hus- 
band, by  his  marital  rights,  has  in  the  property  of  his  vnie. 
As  the  husband  could,  by  the  common  law,  dispose  of  all 
chattels  and  chattel  interests  of  the  wife,  and  of  the  posses- 
sion of  her  real  estate  during  their  joint  lives,  he  had  such 
an  interest  in  her  estate  as  might  be  subjected  to  invijluntarv 
alienation  by  sale  under  execution.  Hence,  there  seems  Imt 
little  doubt  that  where  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband  in 
the  wife's  property  remain  as  at  common  law,  they  are  suljject 
to  seizure  and  forced  sale  under  execution;  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser at  such  sale  will  acquire  an  interest  in  the  estate  sold, 
by  virtue  of  which  he  will  succeed  to  all  the  rights  and  privi- 
leges which  the  husband  had,  by  law,  in  the  property  sold.- 
It  is  true  that  a  few  American  cases  are  inconsistent  with  this 
rule.  Most  of  them  seem  to  have  been  decided,  so  far  as 
this  point  is  concerned,  without  any  consideration  of  the 
authorities,  and  A\ithout  any  necessity  of  determining  this 
question.^  But  in  Indiana,  this  point  was  recently  considered 
at  gi-eat  length,  and  most  of  the  authorities  bearing  on  the 
subject  were  commented  upon  by  the  Court.  The  result  was 
a  denial  of  the  husband's  marital  powers  over  an  estate  held 
in  entireties,  including  a  denial  of  his  right  to  dispose  of  the 
possession  of  real  estate,  or  in  any  way  to  transfer  to  a  third 
person,  by  voluntary  or  involuntary  alienation,  any  interest 
which  could  be  asserted  against  the  wife,  even  during  her 
husband's  lifetime.  The  Court  said:  "As  between  husband 
and  wife,  there  is  but  one  owner,  and  that  is  neither  the  one 

2  P.  Wms.  .364;  Hates  i'.  Dandy,  2  Atk.  207;  McCurdy  c  Canning,  64  I'a.  St.  40: 
Bennottr.  Child,  li>  Wis.  365;  Torrey  v.  Torrcy,  14  N.  Y.  430;  Jackson  i>.  McConndl, 
19  Wend.  175;  Barber  o.  Harris,  15  W(md.  617;  Ames  i\  Norman,  4  Snecd,  692;  Farmer 
f .  Gregory,  49  Barb.  155. 

'  Borer  on  Judicial  Sales,  sec.  540. 

-  Ames  V.  Norman,  4  Snccd,  692;  Stoeblc  r  c  Knerr,  5  Watts.  J81;  French  (».  Mrhan, 
.56  Pa.  St.  289;  McCurdy  v.  Canning,  61  Pa.  St.  41;  Bennett  i).  Child,  19  Wis.  .362; 
Litchfield  v.  Cudworth,  15  Pick.  23;  Brown  v.  Gale,  5  N.  If.  416. 

^  Jackson  r.  McConnell,  19  Wend.  17H;  Tliomiis  r.  !)<•  Bauni,  1  McCart^r  Ch.  40. 
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nor  tlie  other,  but  both  together.  The  estate  belongs  as  well 
to  the  wife  as  to  the  husband.  Then,  how  can  the  husband 
possess  any  interest  separate  from  his  wdfe,  or  how  can  he 
alienate  or  encumber  the  estate,  when  all  the  authorities  agree 
that  the  wife  can  neither  convey  nor  encumber  such  estate? 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  this 
estate,  and  from  the  legal  relations  of  the  parties,  tliere  must 
be  unit)'  of  estate,  unity  of  possession,  unity  of  control,  and 
unity  in  conveying  or  encumbering  it;  and  it  necessarily  and 
logically  results  that  it  cannot  be  sold  upon  execution  for  the 
separate  debts  of  either  the  husband  or  of  the  wife.  The 
estate  is  placed  beyond  the  exclusive  control  of  either  of  the 
parties,  or  the  reach  of  creditors,  unless  it  can  be  successfully 
attached  and  set  aside  for  fraud.  "^ 

^  75.  Husband's  Po-wers  affected  by  Statutes.— In  many 
of  the  States,  the  common  law  in  regard  to  the  marital  rights 
of  a  husband  in  the  property  of  his  wife,  has  been  materially 
modified  by  statute.  These  statutes  influence  the  law  in  re- 
gard to  estates  held  in  entireties  as  well  as  in  regard  to  those 
held  by  the  wife  in  severalty.  Thus,  in  Pennsylvania,  the  act 
of  April  11,  1848,  declared  that  "every  species  of  property 
of  whatever  name  or  kind,  which  may  accrue  to  any  married 
woman  during  coverture,  shall  be  owned,  used,  and  enjoyed 
by  such  married  woman  as  her  own  separate  property,  and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  levy  and  execution  for  the  debts  of 
her  husband,  nor  shall  such  property  be  sold,  conveyed, 
mortgaged,  or  transferred,  or  in  any  manner  encumbered,  by 
her  husband,  without  her  written  consent  first  had  and  ob- 
tained." Under  this  act,  it  has  been  determined  that  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  husband's  interest  in  property  held  in  entireties, 
either  at  a  voluntary  or  an  involuntary  sale,  can  never  assert 
it  against  the  wife,  because  if  the  claims  of  such  purchaser 
were  recogni2:ed,  the  rights  of  the  wife  would  be  disregarded : 
1st,  by  destroying  her  estate  by  entireties,  and  creating  out 
of  it  a  tenancy  in  common;  2d,  by  depriving  her  of  her  pos- 
session with  her  husband,  and  obliging  her  to  hold  possession 
with  a  stranger;  3d,  by  taking  away  her  property  without  her 

*  Chandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  403. 
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assent.'  The  principle  thus  asserted  in  Pennsylvania,  has, 
under  a  very  similar  statute,  been  affirmed  by  a  number  of 
decisions  in  Indiana. - 

§  76.    Dissolution  of  the  Tenancy  by  Death  or  Divorce. — 

In  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  spouse  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  an  estate  held  by  entireties,  the  survivor  continues 
seized  of  the  "svhole.  During  the  continuance  of  the  marital 
relations,  neither  husband  nor  wife  can  change  the  character 
of  the  tenancy  so  as  to  become  a  tenant  in  common,  nor  a 
joint-tenant,  nor  an  owner  in  severalty.  But  by  a  decree  of 
divorce,  the  legal  unity  of  person,  on  which  the  estate  de- 
pended, is  destroyed;  "one  legal  person  has  been  resolved  by 
judgment  of  law  into  two  distinct,  individual  persons,  having 
in  future  no  relations  to  each  other;  and  with  this  change  in 
their  relations,  must  necessarily  follow  a  corresponding  change 
of  the  tenancy  dependent  upon  the  previous  relation.  As 
they  cannot  longer  hold  in  joint  seisin,  they  must  hold  by 
moieties."  '  But  it  is  claimed  that  if  a  husband  alienate  prop- 
erty held  by  entireties,  the  alienee  takes  a  title  not  dependent 
on  a  continuance  of  the  marital  relations;  and  that  the  wife  is 
not,  b}'  virtue  of  the  annulment  of  the  marriage,  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  her  moiety  from  her  husband's  grantee.  The 
purchase,  "not  made  in  view  of  the  contingentT  of  the  wife's 
divorce,  cannot  be  affected  by  it."^  But  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  a  husband,  the  rights  of  the  alienee  of  property  of 
Avhich  the  husband  could  make  no  absolute  disposition,  cease ; 
and  the  surviving  wife  may  recover  possession  by  an  action  of 
ejectment.* 

'  McCurdy  v.  Canning.  C4  Pa.  St.  41. 

•^  DaviH  1-.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424;  Arnold  i'.  Arnold,  30  Ind.  305;  Simpson  r.  Pearson,  31 
Ind.  1;  Chandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  413. 
^  Ames  r.  Norman,  4  Sneed,  C9C:  2  Bright  on  Husband  and  Wife,  3G5. 
■*  Ames  ('.  Norman,  4  Sneed,  C9G. 
a  Bro\vnsou  v.  Hull,  IC  Vt.  309. 
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OF   PARCENERS. 

Definitions,  ^  77. 

Classification,  §  78. 

Parceners  by  the  Common  Law,  ^  79. 

Of  what  Estates,  ^  80. 

General  Properties,  §  81. 

All  make  but  one  Heii",  0  82. 

Continuance  of,  §,  83. 

Destruction,  $  81. 

Generally  Abolished  in  United  States  and  in  Canada,  ^  85. 

§  77.  Definitions. — "Parcenary  is  a  title  by  descent,  and 
arises  on  tlie  death  of  a  person  seized  of  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance, leaving  two  or  more  females  lieneal  or  collateral,  his 
next  heir."'  "Coparceners  are  several  persons  taking  lands, 
or  any  undivided  share  of  lands,  held  for  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance by  descent."^  This  estate  arises  "where  lands  of 
inheritance  descend  from  the  ancestor  to  two  or  more  persons, 
as  his  daughters,  sisters,  aunts,  cousins,  or  their  representa- 
tives, or  the  males  in  gavelkind."^  "This  tenancie  in  the 
ancient  books  of  law  is  called  adcequatio,  and  sometiiae  familia 
herciscunda,  an  inheritance  to  be  divided;  and  many  times 
parceners  are  called  coparceners. "  "*  The  definition  first  quoted 
indicates  that  parceners  are  always  females.  In  this  it  is  er- 
roneous, for  parceners  may  be  males  as  well  as  females.  Males 
are  in  some  instances  made  parceners  by  direct  descent  from 
their  common  ancestor,  and  in  other  instances  they  become 
parceners  by  being  heirs  to  a  female  parcener.' 

'  Jiclding  on  Anal.  L.  &  Equitable  Estates,  222. 

-  Preston  on  Absti-acts  of  Title,  68.     See  also  2  Bl.  Comm.  187. 

3  i  Dane's  Ab.-758. 

^  Co.  Litt.  164  b. 

^  The  most  concise  and  perfect  definition  of  coparcenary  which  we  have  seen  is  that 
in  Bm-rill's  Law  Dictionary,  (title  Estates,)  namely:  -'An  estate  acquired  by  two  or 
more  persons  (usually  females)  bv  descent  from  the  same  ancestor."' 
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§  78.  "Parceners  are  of  tAvo  sorts,  to  wit:  parceners 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common  hiw,  and  parceners 
according  to  custome.  Parceners  after  the  course  of  the 
common  hiw,  are,  where  a  man,  or  woman,  seized  of  certain 
lands  or  tenements  in  fee-simple  or  in  taile,  hath  no  issue  but 
daughters  and  dieth,  and  the  tenements  descend  to  the  issue, 
and  the  daughters  enter  into  the  lands  or  tenements  so  de- 
scended to  them,  then  they  are  called  parceners,  because  by 
the  Avrit  -tthich  is  called  breve  de  pariicipatione  facienda,  the  law 
will  constrain  them  that  partition  shall  be  made  among  them." ' 
Parceners  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  in- 
clude aunts,  cousins,  and  sisters,  to  whom  lands  descend  from 
the  same  person.  But  if  there  be  but  one  daughter,  she  is  not 
called  a  parcener,  but  "daughter  and  heire."^  "Parceners 
by  custome  are,  where  a  man  seized  in  fee-simple,  or  in  fee- 
taile,  of  lands  or  tenements  which  are  of  the  tenure  called 
gavelkind  within  the  countie  of  Kent,  and  hath  issue  divers 
sons  and  die,  siich  lands  or  tenements  shall  descend  to  all 
the  sons  by  custome,  and  they  shall  equallj-  inherit  and  make 
partition  by  the  custome  as  females  shall  do."^  There  seems 
to  be  no  difference  between  the  rights  of  parceners  by  custom 
and  parceners  by  the  course  of  the  common  law.^ 

^  79.  Parceners  by  the  common  law  must  be  either 
females  or  the  heirs  of  females.''  All  the  daughters  of  a  man 
are  equally  his  heirs,  whether  born  of  the  same  or  of  dilier- 
ent  mothers.  They  are  therefore  all  equally  parceners.*^  Co- 
parceners can  acquire  their  estate  by  descent  only.  If  two 
sisters  acquire  lands  by  purchase,  they  are  not  parceners,  but 
joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common."  If  a  coparcener  die 
leaving  a  male  heir,  he  will  succeed  to  her  estate,  and  wall 
hold  the  same  as  a  coparcener.  By  this  means,  men  become 
parceners  even  by  the  course  of  the  common  hiAv.  A  man 
may  be  parcener  with  Jiimself.  This  happens  Avhen  one-half 
of  an  estate  descends  to  him  from  his  father,  and  one-half 
from  his  mother.     If  he  die  in  such  case,  without  lineal  de- 

'  Litt.  HOC.  241;  Cliitty  on  Desceuts,  7G.    .        -  Litt.  sec.  242. 

^  Litt.  sec.  265;  Chitty  on  DoHCcntu,  182.         '  Leigh  c.  Sliepljfrd,  2  Bro.  A  IJ.  4C5. 

*  Chitty  on  DcKcents,  76.        '•  Chitty  on  DoKcents,  78. 

'  Chittv  on  Desccntu,  70;  Litt.  sec.  254. 
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scendants,  the  haM.  which  came  to  him  from  his  father  de- 
scends to  his  father's  heirs,  while  the  other  half  descends  to 
the  heirs  of  his  mother.' 

§  80.  What  Estates  confined  to. — As  coparceners  acquire 
by  descent,  they  cannot  hold  any  other  than  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance.^ An  estate  in  parcenary  may  be  of  "land,^  rents,^ 
advowsons,'^  reversions,"  indeed  in  nearly  all  property,  cor- 
poreal or  incorporeal,  which  is  in  its  nature  descendible."' 
As  to  advowsons,  the  eldest  of  the  coparceners  seems  to  be 
entitled  the  privilege  of  making  the  first  presentation.  This 
pri^^ilege  descends  to  her  issue,  or  it  may  pass  to  her  assignee, 
or  to  her  husband  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.^  And  in  general 
when  the  property  is  not  susceptible  of  partition,  as,  for  in- 
stance, ' '  the  mansion  house,  common  of  estovers,  common  of 
piscary  uncertain,  or  any  other  common  without"  stint,  shall 
not  be  divided,  but  the  eldest  sister  or  other  eldest  parcener 
shall  take  it  and  make  satisfaction  therefor  to  the  coparceners 
out  of  other  parts  of  the  inheritance;  but  if  this  satisfaction 
cannot  be  made,  then  the  parceners  may  enjoy  such  indivisible 
property  by  turns. ^ 

g  81.      The   general    properties   of    an   estate   held  in 

coparcenary  are,  in  most  respects,  very  like  the  properties  of 
a  joint-tenancy.  The  former  has  three  unities,  viz.,  unity  of 
title,  imity  of  interest,  and  unity  of  possession;  while  the 
latter  has  the  same  three  unities,  and  usually,  but  not  neces- 
sarily, a  fourth,  unity  of  time.  The  latter  estate  is  invariably 
acquired  by  purchase,  and  the  former  by  descent.  Copar- 
ceners have  a  unity  but  not  an  entirety  of  interest;  and,  be- 
tween themselves,  are,  for  many  purposes,  regarded  as  having 
several  freeholds.     Joint -tenants  have  equal  interests:  the 

'  1  Washb.  on  Real  Estate,  561. 
'■^  Chitty  on  Descents,  76,  77. 
^  Co.  Litt.  163  b. 
4  Co.  Litt.  164  h. 

*  Harris  v.  Nichols,  Cro.  Eliz.  19;  Buller  v.  Bishop  of  Exeter,  1  Ves.  340. 
«  Anon,  3  Leon,  6;  Stedman  v.  Bates,  Saek  390.  . 
•f  Jickling  Anal.  L.  &  Eq.  Estates,  229. 

»  Chitty  on  Descents,  196-7;  Johnstone  v.  Baber,  39  E.  L.  &  Eq.  189;  S.  C.  25  L.  J. 
Rep.  Ch."899;  DeGex,  M.  &  G.  439;  22  Beav.  562;  2  Bl.  Comni.  189. 
w  2  Bl.  Comm.  190;  2  Cruise  Dig.  397. 
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interests  of  parceners  may  be  eqiial  or  unequal.  The  num- 
ber of  the  parceners  may  be  augmented  by  the  decease  oi 
one  of  them,  leaving  several  heirs;  but  the  number  of  joint- 
tenants  necessarily  diminishes  with  each  succeeding  death, 
until  the  whole  estate  ultimately  vests  in  the  last  suiTivor. 
But  the  most  important  distinction  between  these  two  ten- 
ancies arises  from  the  fact  that  between  coparceners  ' '  there 
is  no  Jus  accrescendi,  or  survivorship,  for  each  part  descends 
severally  to  their  respective  heirs,  though  the  unity  of  pos- 
session continues."  • 

'^  82.  "  Coparceners  make  but  one  heir,  wherefore  it  fol- 
lows that  although,  where  there  are  two  parceners,  they  have 
moieties  in  the  lands  descended  to  them,  yet  are  they  both 
but  one  heir;  and  one  of  them  is  not  the  moiety  of  an  heir, 
but  both  of  them  are  but  timis  Jiceres."' 

^  83.  Continuance  of  Coparcenary. — As  long  as  an  estate 
is  held  by  two  or  more  persons  by  descent,  they  are  parceners. 
Thus,  if  one  of  two  daughters,  to  whom  an  estate  passed  by 
descent  from  their  ancestor,  die,  her  heir  becomes  parcener 
with  the  survivor.  If  both  of  the  daughters  die,  their  heirs 
become  parceners.  ''And  as  long  as  the  lands  continue  in  a 
course  of  descent,  and  imited  in  possession,  so  long  are  the 
tenants  therein,  whether  male  or  female,  called  parceners.'^ 
Hence,  in  the  case  of  coparceners,  the  descent  may  be  either 
in  stirpes,  or  in  capita.  Thus  if  a  man  die,  leaving  as  his 
heirs  two  daughters,  the  descent  to  them  is  in  capita.  But  if, 
prior  to  the  death  of  the  father,  the  daughters  had  died,  the 
elder  of  them  leaving  three  daughters,  and  the  younger  leav- 
ing one  daughter,  the  descent  must  be  in  stirpes,  and  the 
daughter  of  the  younger  must  receive  the  same  share  as  the 
three  daughters  of  the  elder. ^ 

g  84.    Destruction. — Though  an  estate  in  coparcenary  can- 
not be  destroyed,  as  long  as  it  remains  in  two  (n-  more  i)ersons 

'  2  Ci-uise  by  Grecnl.  3'Jl,  .■!t»2:  4  Diiiu;  Ah.  758;  2  151.  (.'(unin.  IKH;  Chitty  on  Dc- 
Hcents,  77. 

-  Chitty  on  DcncontH,  75;  2  C'niiHc,  .'Wl;  Va>.  Litt.  l(i:5  l>;  JlnlViir  /■.  D.incnl.  5  dill, 
137. 

■•  Cliitty  on  D(;Hcont«,  78;   1  Uuik-  AIp.  758. 

*  Cliitty  on  DeHcent'*.  77.  85. 
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by  descent,  it  may  be  terminated  by  partition,  by  alienation, 
or  by  a  union  of  tlie  interests  of  all  the  coparceners  in  one 
parcener  as  heir  of  the  others.  An  alienation  by  any  of  the 
parceners,  disunites  her  title  and  interest  from  that  of  the 
others,  and  the  coparcenary  is  thereby  destroyed  if  there  were 
but  two  parceners,  but  if  there  were  more  than  two,  those 
who  did  not  convey  remain  coparceners  as  between  one  an- 
other, but  are  tenants  in  common  with  the  alienee  of  the  part 
so  conveyed.' 

^  85.  Generally  Abolished. — As  persons  to  whom  estates 
jointly  descend  are,  in  the  United  States,  generally  treated  as 
tenants  in  common,  ' '  the  distinction  of  estates  in  coparcenary 
is  of  comparatively  little  practical  importance,  and  properly- 
gives  place  to  the  familiar  form  of  joint  estates  in  imiversal 
use,  tenancy  in  common.'"^  The  same  remark  is  equally  ap- 
plicable to  the  province  of  Upper  Canada,  coparceuary  having 
there  been  changed  into  tenancy  in  common,  by  sec.  38  Ch. 
82  of  Cons.  Statutes." 

1  Chitty  on  Descents,  78;  2B1.  Comm.  191;  2  Cruise,  394. 

- 1  Washb.  on  Real  Est.  415;  Sec.  1909  Code  of  Ala.;  Laws  of  K.  I.  ed.  of  1872,  348; 
Miller's  Appeal,  3  Grant,  247;  Stevenson  r.'Cofferin,  20  N.  H.  150. 
■■  Leith's  Real  Property'  Statutes,  55,  195. 
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g  86.  Definitions. — "Tenants  in  common  are  they  Avliicli 
have  lands  or  tenements  in  fee-simple,  fee-taile,  or  for  terme 
of  life,  &c.,  and  they  have  such  lands  or  tenements  by  severall 
titles,  and  not  by  a  joynt  title,  and  none  of  them  know  of  this 
his  severall,  but  they  ought  by  law  to  occupie  these  lands  or 
tenements  in  common."^  The  several  tenancies  are  best  dis- 
tinguished from  one  another  by  considering  the  unities  of 
each.  Beginning  with  tenancy  by  entireties,  we  find  five 
unities,  viz.,  a  unity  of  possession,  of  title,  of  estate,  of  time, 
and  of  person.  Next  comes  joint-tenancy  with  the  same 
unities  as  tenancy  by  entirety,  except  that  of  person.  Then, 
next  below  joint-tenancy,  is  coparcenary,  with  its  three  unities, 
viz.,  of  title,  of  possession,  and  of  estate.  And  lastly,  we 
have  tenancy  in  common,  which  is  different  from  the  other 
tenancies  in  this,  that  it  requires  but  one  unity — that  of  pos- 
session. It  is  therefore  a  sufficient  description  of  tenants  in 
common  to  say  that  they  ' '  are  persons  who  hold  by  unity  of 
possession."^  "It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  either 
unity  of  tenure  in  the  different  portions  of  the  land,  or  unity 
of  estate  in  the  several  owners  thereof,  to  constitute  a  tenancy 
in  common.  Unity  of  right  of  possession  merely  is  all  that 
is  required."^  But  tenants  in  common  may  also  have  a  unity 
of  interest,  title,  and  time.'' 

^  87.  Equal  Right  to  Possession  essential  to. — To  con- 
stitute a  tenancy  in  common,  there  must  be  an  equal  right  to 
the  possession  of  every  part  and  parcel  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  tenancy.  Several  persons  may  together  own  an  en- 
tire thing  without  being  cotenants.  This  is  always  the  case 
where  one  of  them  has  the  exclusive  right  of  possession  in 
one  part  of  the  thing,  and  the  others  have  such  exclusive 
right  in  the  other  parts.  Thus,  A  may  own  the  basement  of 
a  house,  and  B  the  first  story  above;  or  C  and  D  may  own 
contiguous  rooms  on  the  same  floor;  and  E  may  have  the 
right  to  enter  and  reenter  for  specified  purposes.  Here, 
though  no  one  person  fully  owns  the  entire  house,  yet  each 
as  to  his  part  has  an  estate  in  severalty.     As  between  each 

'  Litt.  sec.  292;  2  Cruise  Dig.  399.        -  i  Kent  Comm.  367. 
"  Putnam  i\  Ritchie,  6  Paige  Ch.  398.      ^  Smith  onEeal  and  Pers.  Prop.  246  (4th  ed.) 
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other,  they  have  ueither  the  rights,  remedies,  nor  relations  of 
tenants  in  common.     Each  has  a  separate  dwelling  in  law.^ 

§  88.  What  may  be  held  by. — A  tenancy  in  common 
may  exist  in  every  species  of  property,  real,  personal,  or 
mixed.  Two  or  more  persons  may,  therefore,  be  tenants  in 
common  of  a  fixture,^  or  of  the  right  to  use  or  convey  water 
in  a  ditch.  "  It  is  true  that  the  mere  right  to  water  is  a  sort 
of  incorporeal  thing;  but  the  water  ItseK  is  substantial  and 
tangible,  and  as  the  right  gives  the  party  control  and  posses- 
sion of  this  commodity,  and  entitles  the  party  to  damages  for 
its  diversion  by  another,  we  do  not  see  why  this  right  may 
not  be  acquii-ed  by  two  or  more  acting  together,  or  why,  when 
they  do  acquire  it,  they  do  not  hold  it  as  other  propei-ty."^ 
And  if  a  number  of  persons  adopt  a  trade-mark  for  their 
united  interest,  or  had  inherited  such  mark,  it  is  said  that 
they  are  tenants  in  common  thereof.^  So,  too,  a  franchise 
may  be  held  by  two  or  more  persons  as  tenants  in  common.^ 

§  89.  Co-Patentees. — No  doubt,  the  rights  and  privileges 
created  by  virtue  of  the  issuing  of  letters  patent  for  an  in- 
vention may  be  held  by  two  or  more  persons.  But  whether, 
when  so  held,  the  parties  are  tenants  in  common,  is  a  question 
not  fully  determined  in  this  country.  The  parties  may,  be- 
yond all  question,  enter  into  such  an  agreement  in  regard  to 
their  patent  as  will  make  them  tenants  in  common.  But,  in 
the  absence  of  any  stipulation,  what  are  the  relations  of  co- 
patentees  by  mere  oj^eration  of  their  patent?  In  one  instance, 
the  answer  given  is  that  they  "are  simply  joint-owners,  or 
tenants  in  common,  of  the  rights  and  property  secured  by  the 
patent;  and  their  rights,  powers,  and  duties  as  respects  each 
other,  must  be  substantially  those  of  the  joint-owners  of  a 
chattel."**     In  the  first  opinion  by  an  American  Judge,  in 

'  Wiggin  V.  Wiggin,  43  N.  H.  561;  Abbott  «.  Wood,  13  Me.  115;  McCormack  v. 
Bisliop,  28  Iowa,  233;  Loring  v.  Bacuu,  4  Mass.  575;  Cheescborough  v.  Green,  10 
Conn.  320. 

-  HUl  V.  Hill,  43  Penn.  St.  521. 

•'  Kimball  v.  Gearhart,  12  Cal.  47;  Briullcy  i,'.  llarkness,  2G  Cal.  GO;  Kced  r.  Spicer, 
27  Cal.  57. 

*  Browne  on  Trade  Marks,  nee.  C04. 

■'  Hanenf.MelJgarten,  19  111.  95;  LiviugHton  o.  Lyucli,  4  Johns.  Ch.  573. 

«  Pitts  V.  Hall.  3  Blatchf.  C.  C.  206. 

C.  <fe  p. —10 
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which  this  subject  seems  to  have  been  much  considered,  the 
conclusions  were  announced  as  being  subject  to  further  dis- 
cussion of  the  question,  and  as  being  put  forth  ' '  in  the  hope 
that  the  attention  of  the  parties  interested  may  be  attracted 
to  the  subject,  and  that  the  question  may  be  brought  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  for  adjudication." 
The  conclusions,  so  announced,  were  that  joint-patentees  were 
substantially  tenants  in  common,  and  having  between  each 
other  the  rights  and  remedies  accorded  b}^  law  to  such  ten- 
ants; and  that  if  either  "appropriates  any  portion  of  the 
exclusive  right  or  common  property  to  his  separate  use  or 
benefit,  by  either  the  use  or  sale  of  the  patented  machine, 
he  does  what  is  in  principle  the  same  as  a  conversion,  by  de- 
struction or  sale,  of  the  jointpropertj^by  a  tenant  in  common, 
which  authorizes  his  cotenant  to  maintain  trover."'  The 
Court,  thei-efore,  considered  that  no  objection  existed  to  the 
maintaining,  by  one  joint-owner  of  a  patent,  of  an  action 
against  his  co-owner  for  infringement.  But  other  American 
authorities  at  least  doubt  the  correctness  of  the  conclusion 
that  one  joint-patentee  is  responsible  to  his  co-owTier  for  an 
infringement  of  their  patent.^  In  Massachusetts,  an  action 
was  brought  to  compel  the  defendants  to  account  with  plain- 
tiffs, and  to  pay  over  to  them  such  sums  as  might  be  found 
due.  The  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff  relied  were  as  follows : 
The  owners  of  an  invention,  and  letters  patent  issued  thei-e- 
for,  transferred  to  three  other  persons  the  exclusive  right, 
within  specified  parts  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  use  and 
to  vend  to  others  to  use  (but  not  to  build  or  make)  the 
machines  constructed  according  to  the  patent.  The  right  so 
transferred  subsequently  became  vested  in  two  persons .  These 
two  both  sold  machines  within  the  allotted  territory.  It  ap- 
peared that  one  of  them  had  sold  seventeen  more  machines 
than  the  other,  and  realized  large  profits  therefrom.  The 
question  before  the  Ooui-t  was  whether  he  should  be  required 
to  account  for  the  profits  made  from  the  sale  of  these  ma- 
chines. After  considering  the  analogies  between  patent  rights 
and  other  species  of  property,  the  Court  determined  that  they 

I  Pitts  V.  Hall.  3  Blatchf.  C.  C.  208. 

•^  Curtis  on  Patents,  sec.  188-190;  Clum  v.  Brewer,  2  Curtis  C.  C.  524. 
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■were  "compelled  to  reject  all  arguments  from  analogy,  and 
look  at  the  question  upon  its  own  apparent  merits."  Looking 
at  the  question  in  this  light,  they  said :  ' '  There  is  nothing  to 
restrict  the  part}'  owning  each  moiety  of  the  right  from  selling 
and  assigning  that  moiet}%  or  any  fractional  part  of  it,  or  as 
many  fractional  parts  as  he  pleases.  Each  may  purchase  as 
many  machines  as  he  pleases;  and  having  purchased  them, 
he  may  sell  them  to  others,  with  the  right  to  iise  and  sell 
them;  or  may  refuse  to  sell  them,  and  may  rent  them,  or 
establish  manufactories,  either  alone  or  in  company  with 
others,  in  which  the  machines  shall  be  used.  Or  either 
party  may  neglect  or  refuse  to  ptu'chase,  use  or  sell,  any 
machines  or  any  rights,  or  to  make  his  moiety  profitable  in 
any  way.  The  right  is  thus  subject  to  transfers  and  sub- 
divisions, and  may  be  used  in  a  gi"eat  variety  of  ways.  None 
of  the  parties  interested  has  any  right  to  control  the  action  of 
the  other  parties,  or  to  exercise  any  supervision  over  them. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  an  equitable  right  to  contribution 
can  exist  among  any  of  them,  unless  it  includes  all  the  parties 
interested,  and  extends  through  the  Avhole  term  of  the  patent 
right.  And  if  there  be  a  claim  for  contribution  of  profits, 
there  should  also  be  a  correlative  claim  for  losses,  and  an  ob- 
ligation upon  each  party  to  use  diligence  in  making  his  in- 
terest profitable.  '"  *  '^'  In  the  absence  of  any  contract,  we 
think  each  party  was  at  liberty  to  use  his  moiety  as  he  might 
think  fit,  within  tlie  tei'ritory  described.  If  the  defendants 
have  realized  any  profits  in  the  manner  alleged,  it  has  been 
by  investing  capital  in  the  purchase  of  machines,  and  the  use 
of  skill  and  labor  in  selling  them ;  and  they  have  taken  the 
risk  of  losses.  Apparently  there  is  no  more  reason  Avhy  the 
plaintiffs  should  claim  a  part  of  the  advanced  price  for  which 
they  may  have  sold  their  machines,  than  there  would  have 
been  for  claiming  a  part  of  the  price  if  they  had  sold  the 
right  itself  for  an  advance.  It  may  possibly  be  that  the  sale 
of  seventeen  machines  so  far  supplies  the  market  that  the 
plaintiffs'  moiety  of  the  right  is  greatly  reduced  in  value ;  but 
if  it  ])e  so,  the  consequence  is  very  remote,  and  dependent 
upon  a  great  variety  of  causes.  There  have  been  i)atented 
articles  in  respect  to  whicli  such  a  sale  would  have  greatly 
enhanced  the  value  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  right,  by  its 
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tendency  to  create  a  demand.  Such  a  consequence  would 
also  be  remote.  These  parties  must  be  regarded  as  having 
interests  which  are  distinct  and  separate  in  their  nature, 
though  they  are  derived  from  the  same  contract;  and  having 
such  interests,  with  the  right  to  use  them  separately,  they 
cannot,  for  any  legal  use  of  them,  incur  any  obligation  to 
each  other."  ^ 

In  England,  co-patentees  seem  to  be  rather  owners  in  sev- 
eralty than  cotenants.  Each  may  use  the  patent  without  sub- 
jecting himself  to  liability  to  the  other.  ' '  The  right  conferred 
is  a  right  to  exclude  all  the  world  other  than  the  grantees  from 
using  the  invention.  But  there  is  no  exclusion  in  the  letters 
patent  of  any  one  of  the  patentees.  The  inability  of  any  one 
of  the  patentees  to  use  the  invention,  if  any  such  liability 
exists,  must  be  sought  elsewhere  than  in  the  letters  patent. 
But  there  is  no  principle,  in  the  absence  of  contract,  which 
can  prevent  any  persons  not  prohibited  by  statute  from  using 
any  invention  whatever.  Is  there  any  implied  contract  where 
two  or  more  persons  jointly  obtain  letters  patent  that  no 
one  of  them  shall  use  the  invention  without  the  consent  of 
the  others,  or  if  he  does,  that  he  shall  use  it  for  their  joint 
benefit?  I  can  discover  no  principle  for  such  a  doctrine.  It 
woxdd  enable  one  of  two  patentees  either  to  prevent  the 
use  of  the  invention  altogether,  or  else  to  compel  the  other 
patentee  to  use  his  skill  and  capital  in  the  use  of  an  invention 
on  the  terms  of  being  accountable  for  half  the  profit,  if  profit 
should  be  made,  without  being  able  to  call  on  his  co-patentee 
for  contribution  if  there  should  be  loss.  This  would  be  to 
place  the  parties  in  a  relation  to  each  other  which  I  think  no 
Court  can  assume  to  have  been  intended  in  the  absence  of 
express  contract  to  that  effect."^ 

§  90.  Who  may  be. — All  persons,  natural  and  artificial, 
capable  of  acquiring  property,  real  or  personal,  may  become 
tenants  in  common  with  one  another.  In  a  preceding  chapter, 
it  has  been  shown  that  corporations,  whether  sole  or  aggregate, 
cannot  be  joint-tenants  with  one  another  nor  with  a  natural 

-  Vose  V.  Singer,  i  Allen,  228. 

-  Lord  Chancellor  Cranwortb,  in  Mathews  v.  Green,  Law  K.  1  Ch.  33.  See  also  Re 
Russell's  Patent,  2  De  G.  &  J.  130. 
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person,  because  the  incident  of  survivorship — one  of  the  chief 
and  most  important  attached  to  joint -tenancies — could  not  be 
applied  to  either  of  two  artificial  persons  endowed  with  per- 
petual life,  and  ought  not  to  attach  where,  from  one  tenant 
being  natural  and  perishable,  and  the  other  ai-tificial  and  per- 
petual, there  could  be  "  no  reciprocity  of  sundvorship  between 
them."  The  reasons  preventing  corporations  from  holding 
an  estate  as  joint-tenants,  do  not  exist  in  regard  to  tenancies 
in  common.  Therefore,  ' '  the  books  and  cases  do  not  afford 
any  instance  in  which  this  right  of  holding  lands  as  tenants 
in  common,  either  ^dth  each  other  or  with  natural  persons,  is 
denied  to  coi-porations."^ 

§  91.  Legislative  Grantees, — It  is  said  that  a  grant  by 
the  Legislature  is  not  always  subject  to  the  same  rules  that 
govern  grants  to  private  persons,  and  that  it  is  a  statute  con- 
veyance, to  be  interpreted  and  controlled  by  the  intent  of  the 
Legislature  in  making  it.  Hence,  where  land  was  frequently 
granted  in  large  tracts  to  a  number  of  persons,  on  condition 
of  settlement,  it  was  held  that  the  grantees  took  as  tenants  in 
common,  because  the  Court  were  sure  that  such,  beyond 
reasonable  doubt,  was  the  intent  of  the  Legislature.^ 

^92.     A  tenancy  in  common  may  be  created  by  any 

of  the  various  means  by  which  two  or  more  persons  can  ac- 
quire a  unity  of  the  right  to  possess  any  species  of  property. 
It  may  arise  out  of  what  was  before  an  estate  in  severalty, 
by  either  a  grant  or  devise  of  such  estate  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons, or  by  a  grant  of  an  undivided  part  thereof  to  one  person, 
by  virtue  of  which  the  grantor  and  the  grantee  would  become 
cotenants  with  each  other.  It  may  result  from  a  divorce  by 
which  lands  before  held  by  entireties,  or  as  community  prop- 
erty, become  the  property  of  the  former  spouses,  in  separate 
but  undivided  moieties."  It  is  also  called  into  being  by  such 
a  destruction  of  a  "joint-tenancy  or  coparcenary  as  does  not 
sever  the  unity  of  the  right  to  possession.    And  so,  upon  the 

'  De  Witt  1'.  San  Francisco,  2  Cal.  298;   N.  Y.  .t  S.  Canal  Co.  t;.  Fulton  Bank,  7 
Wend.  412. 
•^  Iligbco  V.  Rice,  5  Mass.  .350. 
^  McLeran  i\  Benton,  31  Cal.  20. 
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dissolution  of  a  copartnership,  the  assets  of  the  firm,  though 
subject  to  the  discharge  of  the  partnership  liabilities,  are 
held  by  tenancy  in  common.'  Upon  the  bankruptcy  of  one, 
his  assignee  becomes  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  other 
partners.^ 

I  93.  Creation  by  Transfer  of  Part. — A  conveyance  by 
a  grantor,  in  which  the  premises  conveyed  are  described  as 
' '  one-half  of  my  lot, "  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  the  un- 
divided one-half  of  the  lot,  and  therefore  to  create  a  tenancy 
in  common.^  Tenancy  in  common  may  also  be  created  in 
personal  estate  by  the  transfer,  by  an  owner  in  severalty,  of 
an  undivided  interest  therein.  So,  while  a  promissory  note 
cannot  be  parcelled  out,  so  as  to  make  the  payer  liable  to  dis- 
tinct actions  by  different  assignees,  the  holder  may  sell  un- 
divided interests  in  the  note  to  different  persons,  who  thus 
become  co-ovmevs,  whose  rights  among  one  another,  and  as 
against  third  persons,  are  governed  by  the  law  applicable  to 
tenancy  in  common.^ 

g  94.  Created  by  Contract  for  Shares. — If  a  contract  be 
entered  into  whereby  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  in  con- 
sideration of  some  service  to  be  performed,  is  to  become  the 
owner  of  some  share  in  any  kind  of  property,  the  contractors 
thereby  are  made  tenants  in  common  with  each  other. '^  Thus, 
where  A  undertook  to  save  certain  iron  from  a  wreck,  and  B, 
the  owner  of  the  iron,  agreed  to  give  A,  as  compensation  for 
his  services,  a  certain  per  cent,  of  the  property  saved,  it  was 
held  that  A  became  tenant  in  common  of  all  iron  taken  by 
him  from  the  wreck."  And  so  where  money  was  advanced  to 
the  builder  of  certain  carding-machines,  upon  an  agreement 
that  the  person  so  advancing  should  have  an  interest  in  the 
machines  equal  to  the  amount  furnished  by  him,  he  was  ad- 
judged to  be  a  part  owner,  as  tenant  in  common  with  the 
builder,  from  the  time  the  advance  was  made.'    A  delivery  of 

'  Murray  v.  Mumford,  6  Cow.  Ml. 

•'  Halsey  v.  Norton,  45  Miss.  703. 

s  Lick  V.  O'Donnell,  3  Cal.  59;  McCaul  v.  Kilpatrick,  16  Mo.  434. 

*  Conover  v.  Earl,  26  Iowa,  169. 

5  White  V.  Brooks,  43  N.  H.  402. 

6  Boylston  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davis,  68  N.  C.  20. 
'  Beaumont  v.  Crane,  14  Mass.  400. 
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Stock  to  be  fattened  on  the  shares,  creates  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, so  that  neither  of  the  parties  can  lawfully  appropriate 
any  of  such  stock  to  his  own  use;'  and  a  like  result  follows 
where  two  or  more  persons  jointly  manufacture  timber  which 
is  thereafter  to  be  divided  between  them.^ 

^  95.     Tenancy  in  Common  from  Confusion  of  Goods. — 

Whenever  the  personal  jjroperty  of  two  or  more  persons  has 
become  so  intermingled  that  neither  can  designate  his  por- 
tion, they  are  tenants  in  common,  unless  one  of  them  has,  by 
his  participation  in  the  production  of  the  mixture,  entirely 
forfeited  his  rights  to  the  portion  which  was  his.  Where  a 
number  of  bushels  of  grain  is  sold  out  of  a  larger  amoimt, 
but  no  severance  is  made  of  the  sold  from  the  unsold  portion, 
the  vendor  and  the  vendee  become  tenants  in  common  of  the 
whole  grain,  in  proportion  to  their  respective  interests.^  A  con- 
fusion of  goods  is  such  an  intermixture  of  the  goods  of  differ- 
ent persons  that  neither  can  afterwards  distinguish  Ihs  own. 
It  may  therefore  occur  ^vith  every  kind  of  personal  property, 
not  so  peculiarly  marked  as  to  render  it  distinguishable  from 
other  property  of  the  same  class.  Hence,  when  the  logs  of 
different  mill-owners  become  so  mixed  that  neither  can  tell 
which  is  his,  they  become  tenants  in  common  of  the  property 
so  intermingled.^  The  authorities  in  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  an  owner  forfeits  his  goods  by  mixing 
them  Avith  the  goods  of  others,  are  not  entirely  consistent 
with  one  another.  Where  the  mixture  is  by  mutual  assent, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  neither  forfeits  anything,  and  that  both 
become  tenants  in  common.'^  If  the  party  occasioning  the 
confusion  is  an  agent  whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  his  goods  dis- 
tinct from  those  of  his  principal,  he  is  liable  for  all  resulting 
loss,  and  probably  forfeits  his  title  to  the  confused  articles.*^ 
But  when  the  party  causing  or  making  the  mixture  does  so  by 
some  accident  or  mistake,  and  not  intending  any  wrong,  he 

'  Sheldon  v.  Skinner,  4  Wend.  530. 

""  WigginH  V.  White,  Ber.  (New  Brunswick)  97:  Kerr  .  .  Connell,  lb.  133. 

3  Gushing  u.  Breed,  U  Allen,  380. 

"  Hesseltine  v.  Stockwell,  30  Mo.  241. 

i  Nowlen  v.  Colt,  C  Uill,  4G1. 

'•  Story  on  Agency,  nee.  205;  Hall  v.  Pago,  4  Geo.  430;  Wren  v.  Kirttn,  11  Ves.  .179; 
Lupton  V.  White,  15  Yen.  442;  Fletcher  v.  Walker,  3  Madd.  46;  Hart  v.  Ten  Eyck,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  108;  Willard  /-.  lUco,  11  Met.  493. 
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does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  his  share,  unless,  perhaps,  in  u 
case  where  the  new  mixture  or  compound  is  of  different  value 
from  the  original  parts.  If  the  articles  mixed  together  are 
of  equal  value,  and  when  mingled,  remain  of  the  same  con- 
dition as  before,  each  party  may  obtain  his  own  by  taking 
such  proportion  as  he  had  furnished  to  the  mixture.  There- 
fore, neither  party  is  injured,  and  there  is  no  sufficient  reason 
for  the  forfeiture  of  the  interest  of  the  person  in  fault.  ' '  But, 
if  articles  of  different  values  are  mixed,  producing  a  third 
value,  the  aggregate  of  both,  and,  through  the  fault  of  the 
person  mixing  them,  the  other  party  cannot  tell  what  was  the 
original  value  of  his  property,  he  must  have  tlie  whole." ^ 
Judge  Story,  from  a  consideration  of  the  various  decisions 
on  this  subject  says :  "The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  these 
decisions  and  other  authorities  seems  to  be,  that,  in  cases  of 
negligent  and  inadvertent  mixtures,  (perhaps  even  of  wilful 
mixtures,)  if  the  goods  can  be  easily  distinguished  and  sep- 
arated, then  no  change  of  property  takes  j^lace,  and  each 
partj^  may  lay  claim  to  his  own.  If  the  goods  are  of  the 
same  nature  and  value,  although  not  capable  of  actual  sepa- 
ration by  identifying  each  particular,  yet,  if  a  division  can  be 
made  of  equal  value,  (as  in  case  of  a  mixture  of  corn,  or 
coffee,  or  tea,  or  wine,  of  the  same  kind  and  quality, )  then 
each  may  claim  his  aliquot  part.  But  if  the  mixture  is  un- 
distinguishable,  and  a  new  ingredient  is  formed,  not  capable 
of  just  appreciation  and  division  according  to  the  original 
rights  of  each,  then  the  party  who  occasions  the  wrongfid 
mixture  must  bear  the  whole  loss."^ 

§  96.  Arises  where  the  part  of  each  Owner  is  not 
Located. — As  tenancy  in  common  may  arise  from  such  a  con- 
fusion of  goods  that  neither  owner  can  designate  and  reclaim 
his  own,  so  it  may  exist  whenever  the  title  of  real  estate  is 
such  that  neither  of  the  owners  can  locate  his  part.  If  the 
owner  of  a  tract  convey  a  number  of  acres,  less  than  the  whole, 
without  any  designation  of  their  locality,  the  grantee  thereby 
acquires  an  interest  in  the  whole  tract,  as  a  tenant  in  common 

'  Luptont).  White,  15  Ves.  M2;   Byder  v.  Hathaway,  21  Pick.  306;   Hesaeltiue  r. 
Haswell,  30  Me.  241;  Pratt  v.  Bryant,  20  Vt.  337. 
♦  Story  on  Bailments,  sec.  405. 
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with  the  grantor.'     The  interest  of  the  grantee  in  the  whole 
tract  is  in  the  proportion  which  the  number  of  acres  conveyed 
to  him  bears  to  the  whole  number;  and  entitles  him  to  all  the 
rights  and  remedies  incident  to  a  tenancy  in  common.'-     It  is 
immaterial  by  what  means  the  interest  is  created,  so  long  as 
it  remains  masegi-egated.     Hence,  where   a   defendant   was 
entitled  to  a  homestead  of  a  specified  value  out  of  a  tract 
of    land   which    had    been    sold    under    execution,    it    was 
held  that  as  the  purchaser  owned  all  in  excess  of  the  home- 
stead limit  of  value,  and  the  defendant  owned  all  within  that 
limit,   and  as  neither  had  a   claim  to  any  specific   portion, 
they  were  tenants  in  common  in  proportion  to  the  value  of 
their  respective  interests.  =*     A  parcel  of  land  having  been 
assessed,  as  in  severalty,  one  of  its  owners  paid  upon  a  num- 
ber of  acres  equivalent  to  his  interest,  leaving  a  residue  of 
thirty-six  acres  delinquent.     Subsequently,  a  tax  deed  issued 
in  pursuance  of  a  sale  for  such  delinquency,  and  purporting 
to  convey  thirty-six  acres  of  the  whole  tract.     This  deed  was 
claimed  to  be  ^  oid,  on  the  ground  that  it  conveyed  a  tract  in 
severalty,  by  so  indefinite  a  description  that  it  could  not  be 
located.'    But  the  Court  took  a  different  view,  concluding 
that  as  no  specific  part  of  the  larger  tract  was  designated,  and 
that  as  no  metes  or  bounds  were  named,  the  deed  was  not  an 
attempted  conveyance  in  severalty  but  a  valid  transfer  of  an 
undivided  interest.*     An  early  case  in  Vermont  seems  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  general  current  of  the  authorities  on  this 
subject;  and  can  only  be  reconciled  with  later  cases  in  the 
same   State,  on  the  supposition   that   the  Court  may  have 
deemed  the  description  sufficiently  exact  to  pass  the  title  to 
a  parcel  in  severalty.'^     Deeds  of  an  unsegi-egated  number  of 

'  Gibbs  V.  Swift,  12  Cush.  398;  Jewett  v.  Foster,  14  Gray,  495;  Battel  v.  Smith,  11 
Gray,  497;  Jackson  v.  Livingston,  7  Wend.  141;  Payne  v.  Parker,  1  Faii-f.  178;  Small 
V.  Jenkins,  IG  Gray,  155.  But  if  a  deed  purports  to  convey  a  small  tract  within  a 
larger  one,  and  purports  to  describe  the  smaller  tract,  and  the  description  is  so  imi^cr- 
fect  that  land  intended  cannotbe  Icicated,  the  grantee  does  not  acquire  an  interest  in 
the  larger  tract  as  a  tf^nant  in  common  thereof.     (Grogan  v.  Vache,  45  Cal.  610.) 

-  Lawrence  v.  Ballon,  'H  Cal.  518;  Schenck  r.  Evoy,  24  Cal.  104. 

'  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  35. 

*  Sheafe  v.  Wait,  30  Vt.  730. 

•'  Clapp  V.  BeardBley,  1  Vt.  102.  This  case,  in  so  far  as  it  may  imply  that  a  grant  of 
an  unsegregatcd  part  does  not  make  the  grantee  a  tenant  in  common,  is  overruled  by 
Preston  v.  Robinson,  24  Vt.  583. 
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acres,  in  a  larger  tract,  are  sometimes  made,  containing  a 
provision  or  stipulation  that  the  part  gi'anted  shall  be  there- 
after located.     In  such  case,  though  it  is  evident  that  the 
parties  do  not  intend  a  permanent  cotenancy,  they  become 
tenants  in  common  upon  the  execution  of  the  conveyance, 
and  so  continue  until  the  location  is  made,  or  the  joint  right 
of  possession  is  otherwise  destroyed.^     Where  land  was  de- 
vised to  A  and  B,  A  to  have  the  southern  and  B  the  northern 
part,  but  there  was  nothing  by  which  the  division  line  be- 
tween their  portions  could  be  fixed,  they  were  held  to  be 
tenants  in  common.^     But  in  Pennsylvania,  the  decisions  in 
regard  to  the  interests  of   persons  holding  under  a  survey, 
are  irreconcilable  with  the  general  rule  that  those  persons 
must  be  regarded  as  tenants  in  common  whose  titles  are  such 
that  neither  can  point   out  his   portion.     In  that  State,  it 
seems  that  two  or  more  persons  intending  to  procure  title 
from  the  State,  and  having  adjoining  claims,  corJd  have  a 
survey  made  of  the  exterior  boundaries,  so  as  to  include  all 
their  claims,  without  designating  what  part  of  this  lai^e  sur- 
vey either  claimant  should  have.     The  survey  so  made  gave 
the  claimants  a  right  to  the  possession  as  against  third  per- 
sons;  but  it  did  not  furnish  any  means  of  determining  the 
rights  of  the  claimants  as  between  themselves.     Upon  com- 
mon law  principles,  we  should  suppose  them  to  be  tenants  in 
common,  because,  in  the  aggregate,  they  were  entitled  to  the 
whole,  and  each  seemed  to  be  equally  entitled  to  every  part. 
They  were,  however,  held  not  to  be  cotenants,  but  owners  in 
severalty,  with  their  rights  suspended,  and  liable  to  remain 
so,   imtil  proceedings   were   consummated    establishing  the 
boundaries  of  each  claimant's  land.^ 

^  97.  Trees  on  or  near  the  Line.— "A  tree  standing  upon 
the  division  line  between  adjoining  proprietors  so  that  the 
line  passes  through  the  trunk  or  body  of  the  tree  above  the 
surface  of  the  soil,  is  the  common  property  of  both  pro- 
prietors, as  tenants  in  common.     This  is  an  instance  where 

'  Anderson  v.  Donelson,  1  Yerg.  198;   Lawrence  v.  Ballou,  37  Cal.  518;  Jackson  v. 
Livingston,  7  Wend.  Ill;  Corbin  v.  Jackson,  14  Wend.  621;  Wood  v.  Fleet,  36  N.  Y.  503. 
-  Walker  v.  Dewing,  8  Pick.  520. 
3  Ross  V.  McJunkin,  14  Serg.  &  R.  364. 
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the  maxim  that  he  who  owns  the  land,  OAvns  to  the  sky  above 
it,  is  qualified  and  made  to  give  way  to  a  rule  of  convenience 
more  just  and  equitable,  and  more  beneficial  to  both  parties. 
To  hold  in  such  case  that  each  is  the  absolute  owner  of  that 
part  of  the  tree  standing  on  or  over  his  own  land,  would  lead 
to  a  mode  of  di\'ision  of  the  tree  when  cut,  that  would  be  im- 
practicable, and  give  the  right  to  one  to  hew  down  his  part  of 
the  tree  to  the  line,  and  thereby  destroy  the  part  belongiug 
to  the  other.  The  mle  is  therefore  settled  that  in  such  case 
the  parties  are  tenants  in  common."'  The  law  in  regard  to 
trees  whose  trunks  stand  across  the  di"sdsion  line  seems  to  be 
free  from  doubt;  but  the  same  cannot  be  said  of  the  law  de- 
lining  the  ownership  of  those  trees  which  stand  at  one  side 
of  the  line,  having  their  roots  on  both  sides,  and  drawing 
their  nourishment  from  the  soil  of  both  proprietors.  "It 
was  ruled  by  Holt,  Chief  Justice,  upon  a  trial  at  Nisi  Prius, 
1697-8,  that  if  A  plant  a  tree  upon  the  extremest  limits  of 
his  land,  and  the  tree  gi'owiug  extend  its  root  into  the  land 
of  B  next  adjoining,  A  and  B  are  tenants  in  common  of  this 
tree.  But  if  all  the  root  grows  into  the  land  of  A,  though 
the  boughs  overshadow  the  land  of  B,  yet  the  branches  follow 
the  root,  and  the  property  of  the  whole  is  in  A."-  The  por- 
tion of  this  opinion  affirming  that  the  joint  nourishment  of  a 
tree  by  the  lands  of  adjoining  jDroprietors  makes  it  the  prop- 
ei*ty  of  both,  was  supported  by  at  least  another  early  case,* 
and  was  approved  and  adopted  by  some  of  the  AVTiters  of  ele- 
mentary treatises.*   But  the  rule  as  laid  dowai  by  Chief  Justice 

'  Skiuuer  c.  WHder,  38  Vt.  117;  Holder  v.  Coates,  22  Eng.  C.  L.  485;  1  Moody  & 
Malkin,  112.  But  Hogeboom,  J.,  in  Relyea  v.  Beaver,  34  Barb.  550,  dissents  from  the 
.urrent  of  authorities,  and  expresses  his  views  as  follows:  "Ordinarily,  tho estab- 
lished boundary  line  between  adjoining  owners  of  land  is  the  true  and  only  test  to 
determine  the  title  to  the  land  on  either  side  and  of  all  below  and  above  it,  from  the 
center  of  tho  earth  to  the  heavens.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any  exception  to  the 
rule  in  regard  to  the  earth  or  its  natural  productions.  The  growth  from  tho  soil, 
whether  it  be  the  grass  and  herbage,  tho  j^lants  and  bushes,  or  the  more  lordly  trees, 
must,  I  think,  shar(j  the  same  fate,  and  belong  to  tho  jierson  on  whose  soil  they  grow. 
If  they  grow  partly  on  the  soil  of  one,  and  partly  on  the  soil  of  another,  I  do  not  see 
that  tho  rule  is  altered.  Tho  portion  that  gi'ows  on  the  land  of  each  must  belong 
separately  to  him,  and  not  partly  to  him  and  partly  to  his  neighbor."  This  case  must 
be  regarded  as  oveniiled  by  a  later  decision  in  a  higher  court.  (See  Dubois  c.  Beaver, 
25N.  Y.  124.) 

-  Waterman  v.  Seper,  1  Ld.  Eayni.  737. 

^  Anonymous  Case,  2  Roll.  255. 

*  Bui.  N.  P.  84;  3  Starkie  Ev.  1457  /(. 
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Holt  is  opposed  by  both  earlier  and  later  English  adjudica- 
tions/ and  finds  little  or  no  support  on  this  side  of  the 
Atlantic.  In  fact,  the  American  decisions  seem  to  be  unan- 
imous in  awarding  the  sole  ownership  of  the  tree,  including 
its  overhanging  branches,  to  him  on  whose  land  its  trunk 
stands.^  This  position  is  supported  by  the  general  rule  that 
the  owner  of  the  land  is  entitled  to  all  above  it,  and  also  by 
general  considerations  of  expedience  and  cei*tainty.  If  eveiy 
man  who  has  trees  standing  near  the  boundaries  of  his  land 
be  compelled  to  ascertain  in  what  direction  their  roots  run, 
and  from  what  source  their  nourishment  comes,  how  can  he 
know  or  ascertain  what  he  owns  solely  and  what  in  common, 
and  in  what  proportion,  especially  as  the  rights  of  the  parties 
are  constantly  changing  by  the  gro'wi;h  and  consequent  exten- 
sion of  roots  across  the  division  line? 

§  98.     A  party  vrall,  in  being  situated  on  the  lands  of 

two  adjoining  proprietors,  resembles  in  this  respect  a  tree 
growing  upon  and  across  a  boundary  line.  From  this  close 
analogy  existing  between  the  two,  we  should  naturally  expect 
an  analogy  between  the  adjudications  determining  the  tenancy 
by  which  each  is  held.  If  the  general  principle  of  law  that 
the  owner  of  real  estate  is  also  the  owner  of  everything  upon 
and  above  it,  partaking  of  the  character  of  realty,  is  to  be 
enforced  or  rejected  in  one  case,  it  ought  to  be  so  enforced  or 
rejected  in  the  other.  A  consultation  of  the  authorities  dis- 
appoints our  reasonable  expectations  on  this  subject.  If  it 
appear  that  a  part}^  wall  exists,  and  no  showing  be  made  as 
to  the  character  or  extent  of  the  interests  of  the  owners  there- 
of, the  Court  will,  on  account  of  the  common  user  of  the  wall, 
presume,  until  the  contrary  be  proved,  that  both  the  wall  and 
the  ground  beneath  it,  are  held  by  the  parties  as  tenants  in 
common.^  But  whenever  a  several  ownership  of  the  soil  be- 
neath the  wall  is  established,  this  presumption  ceases,  and 
the  wall  is  conceded  to  belong  in  severalty  to  the  adjoining 
proprietors,  the  ownership  of  each  extending  to  the  di^-iding 

'  Masters  v.  Pollie,  2  Roll.  Eep.  141;  Holder  ;•.  Coates;  1  Moody  &  Malkin,  112; 
22  E  C.  L.  485;  Norris  v.  Baker,  3  Bulstr.  178;  Millen  v.  Fandrye,  Pop.  Eep.  161. 

-  Lyman  r.  Hale.  11  Coun.  177;  Dubois  v.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  126;  Skinner  v.  Wilder, 
38  Vt  117;  Griffin  r.  Bixly,  12  N.  H.  454. 

^  Wiltshire  v.  Sedford,  1  Man.  &  R.  404;  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  Barn.  &  C.  257. 
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line  of  their  respective  lands.  But  the  title  to  that  part  of 
the  wall  thus  conceded  to  each  proprietor,  is  subject  to  and 
qualified  by  an  easement  existing  in  favor  of  the  other,  and 
securing  to  him  the  right  to  use  the  whole  of  the  wall  for  the 
support  of  the  building  upon  his  land.'  Where  a  person 
owning  two  houses,  which  have  a  division  wall  between  them 
necessarj'  to  the  support  of  both,  conveys  the  lot  on  which 
one  of  the  houses  is  situated,  including  in  his  conveyance  the 
land  up  to  a  line  beneath  the  wall,  he  thereby  makes  a  party 
wall  charged  with  an  easement  in  favor  of  both  grantor  and 
gi-antee.'-  "The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  when  a  house  or 
store  is  conveyed  by  the  owner  thereof,  eveiything  then  be- 
longing to  and  in  use  for  the  house  or  store,  as  an  incident 
or  appurtenant,  passes  by  the  gi-ant.  It  is  implied  from  the 
nature  of  the  gi-ant,  unless  it  contains  some  restriction,  that  the 
grantee  shall  possess  the  house  in  the  manner,  and  with  the 
same  beneficial  rights,  as  were  then  in  use  and  belonged  to 
it."^  "If  the  owner  of  two  adjoining  lots  erect  buildings  on 
them,  with  a  wall  partly  on  each,  to  be  used  as  a  support  of 
both  buildings,  and  which  is  necessary  to  furnish  such  sup- 
port, and  wliicli  is  used  for  that  purpose  from  the  time  of  its 
erection,  a  conveyance  of  either  house  and  lot,  -svith  its  ap- 
purtenances, grants  an  easement  for  the  support  of  the  house 
so  conveyed,  in  so  much  of  the  wall  as  stands  on  the  other 
lot."''  The  owner  of  a  lot  on  which  he  had  erected  two  build- 
ings, with  a  common  or  party  wall  between  them,  conveyed, 
by  deeds  executed  and  recorded  on  the  same  day,  the  easterly 
part  of  the  lot  to  one  person  and  the  westerly  part  to  another. 
The  description  contained  in  these  deeds  so  located  the  di- 
vision line  between  these  two  grantees,  that  the  whole  of  the 
land  on  which  the  wall  stood,  and  two  inches  beyond  it,  fell 
within  the  boundaries  of  tlie  grantee  of  the  easterly  part. 
An  action  of  ejectment  was  subsequently  brought  against  the 
grantee  of  the  westerly  part  to  recover  possession  of  the  land 

'  Eno  V.  Del  Vecchio,  4  Duer,  60;  Murly  v.  McDermit,  8  Adol.  A  E.  138;  Sherredv. 
Cisco,  4  Sandf.  485;  Brooks  v.  CurtiH,  50  N.  Y.  642;  Ilendricks  v.  Stark,  37  N.  Y.  110; 
Brown  v.  Pentz,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obw.  24. 

■^  Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  605;  Webster  v.  Stevens,  5  Duer,  556;  Eichards  i'. 
Rose,  24  E.  L.  .t  E.  400;  9  Exc.  218;  17  .lur.  1036;  23  L.  J.  R.  (N.  S.)  Exc.  3. 

'  United  States  v.  Appleton,  1  Sumu.  500. 

^  Eno  y.  Del  Vecchio,  4  Duer,  65;  0  Duer,  17. 
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on  whicli  the  wall  rested,  together  with  the  two  inches  beyond 
it.  In  determining  this  action,  the  Court  held  that:  "As- 
suming that  the  plaintifl'  is  right  in  his  construction  of  the 
description,  yet  the  wall  being  a  party  Avail,  and,  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance,  serving  as  a  support  for  the  beams  of  the 
house  erected  on  the  lot  now  of  the  defendant,  the  premises 
now  owned  by  the  plaintiff  were  charged  with  the  servitude 
of  having  the  beams  of  that  house  supported  by  the  wall  in 
question,  and  of  having  the  wall  stand  and  serve  as  an  ex- 
terior wall  for  the  defendant's  house,  so  long,  at  least,  as  the 
buildings  should  endure. 

' '  This  servitude  was  both  continuous  and  apparent,  being 
one  which  would  be  discovered  on  an  inspection  of  the  prem- 
ises by  one  reasonably  familiar  with  the  siibject.  A  mere 
measurement  of  the  house  would  have  disclosed  it.  Conse- 
quently, on  the  severance  of  the  two  properties,  the  grantee 
of  the  westerly  lot  acquired  an  easement  corresponding  with 
the  servitude  to  which  the  easterly  lot  was  subject.  The 
right  to  use  the  wall  as  a  party  wall  necessarily  carried  witli 
it  the  right  to  occupy  the  space  of  two  inches  intervening 
between  the  wall  and  the  easterly  boundary  of  the  defendant's 
lot,  with  the  timbers  which  were  to  find  support  in  the  wall, 
and  to  have  tiie  building  and  wall  remain  as  they  were  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  at  least  so  long  as  the  building  and 
wall  should  endure."' 

§  99.  Proprietaries. — A  very  considerable  portion  of  the 
New  England  States  was  originally  held  under  titles  acquired 
by  grants  made  by  the  colonial  legislatures  of  a  township  or 
other  large  tract  of  land,  to  a  » amber  of  proprietor's.  The 
estate  thereby  created  was  no  doubt  a  tenancy  in  common. - 
But  these  grantees  or  settlers  managed  their  common  prop- 
erty by  assembling  and  passing  votes  and  orders  in  regard 
thereto.  In  that  manner,  they  admitted  new  members,  upon 
payment  of  certain  sums,  and  divided  the  lands  as  they 
thought  right  among  those  entitled.  By  force  of  custom  and 
of  general  regulations  for  their  government,  these  proprie- 
taries seem  to  have  acquired  and  exercised  in  regard  to  their 

'  Eogers  v.  Sinsheimer,  50  N.  Y.  64S.  -  2  D.ine'n  Ab.  693. 
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property  the  general  powers  of  corporate  bodies.  But  the 
members,  as  between  themselves,  retained  some  of  the  rights 
of  tenants  in  common.  Each  conld  compel  a  partition  by 
legal  process,  vmless  the  proprietary,  before  the  entry  of  the 
decree,  had  made  a  voluntary  partition.  Such  voluntary  par- 
tition was  valid,  though  made  pending  an  action  instituted 
by  a  member  for  the  same  purpose.  Each  member  could 
convey  or  devise  his  interest,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  his 
grantee,  heir,  or  devisee,  became  entitled  to  all  the  rights  of 
an  original  member  of  the  proprietary.' 

I  100.  Tenancy  in  Common  in  Crops.— Every  form  of 
agreement  by  which  land  is  let  to  one  who  is  to  cultivate  the 
same  and  give  the  owner  as  compensation  therefor  a  share  of 
the  produce,  creates  a  tenancy  in  common  in  the  crops.-  An 
arrangement  to  cultivate  land  on  the  shares  is  not  a  lease. 
Landlords,  therefore,  favor  this  mode  of  letting  their  lands, 
because  they  thereby  acquire  an  interest  in  the  produce  of 
the  land,  whereas  if  such  an  agreement  constituted  a  com- 
plete lease,  the  title  to  the  crop  produced  would  vest  in  the 
occupier,  and  the  landlord  would  have  no  claim  upon  it 
until  a  division  was  made,  and  then  his  share  would  come  to 
him  as  rent.'  "Where  the  reservation  is  of  an  imdivided 
share,  the  property  of  that  share  is  always  in  the  lessor  by 
\'irtue  of  his  reservation,  while  the  property  of  the  residue 
is  always  in  the  tenant  by  the  implied  grant  of  profits,  and 
they  are  therefore  tenants  in  common  of  the  crop  until  divi- 
sion."^ "  The  true  test  seems  to  lie  in  the  question,  whether 
there  be  any  provision,  in  whatever  form,  for  dividing  the 
specific  products  of  the  premises.  If  there  be,  a  tenancy  in 
common  arises,  at  least  in  such  products  as  are  to  be  di- 
vided."' 

'  2  Dane'H  Ab.  6'J8;  Aiigi-11  A  Ames  on  Corp.  sws.  205 and  214:  C'liambcilaiii  r ,  Bussey, 
5  Greenl.  170;  Mitchell  r.  Staihnck,  10  Mass.  20:  FoIkcv  r.  Mitchell.  :!  Pick.  39G;  Wil- 
liams College  V.  Mallett,  M  Fair!'.  401. 

-  Slate  V.  Jewell,  3i  N.  .1.  Law.  259;  Hui-d  c.  Darling,  11  Yt.  220;  Williams  v.  Noleii. 
34  Ala.  167;  OtiH  v.  Thompson,  Hill  k  Denio,  131;  Maverick  r.  Lewis,  3  McGord,  212: 
Strothcr  v.  Butler,  17  Ala.  733:  Jaeksou  c.  Brownell.  1  ■Ti)hns.2(;7;  Dineliart  i'.  Wilson. 
15  Barb.  .595;  Hersk(-ll  v.  Bushnell,  37  Conn.  43. 

■  Guest  V.  Opdyke,  31  N.  J.  Law,  554;  Foote  v.  Colvin,  3  .lohns.  215. 

^  Hatch  r.  Hart,  40  N.  H.  98;  Carr  r.  Dodge,  40  N.  H.  407;  Taylor  v.  Bradley,  ;!'.» 
\.  Y.  140. 

'  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  217;  Hrowu  v.  Lincoln,  47  N.  IL  4(W. 
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g  101.    Where  the  Agreement  is  to  Divide  the  Profits. — 

In  the  cases  where  the  agreement  provides  for  a  division  of 
the  produce  itself,  it  is  quite  obvious  that  all  the  materials 
necessary  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common  are  present  as  soon 
as  any  crop  is  grown.  But  there  may  be  agreements  contem- 
plating a  sale  of  the  crops  and  a  division  of  the  moneys  aris- 
ing therefrom.  Thus  A  was  to  cultivate  B's  plantation,  and 
to  furnish  means  so  far  as  he  was  able.  What  means  A  could 
not  provide  were  to  be  furnished  by  B.  At  the  end  of  the 
year,  B  was  to  sell  the  crop,  and  have  one-third,  and  then 
deduct  all  expenses  and  pay  the  residue  to  A.  This  agree- 
ment was  held  to  be  neither  a  leasing  of  land  nor  a  liiring  of 
labor,  but  a  joint  cultivation  on  account  of  both  parties, 
' '  with  a  particular  provision  for  disposing  of  the  crop  in  a 
convenient  time  and  manner,  in  order  to  close  the  transaction, 
by  paying  the  expenses  out  of  the  proceeds,  and  dividing  the 
residue  in  the  proportions  agreed  on."'  Very  similar  to  this 
agreement  was  one  made  in  New  York,  by  which  T,  a  land- 
owner, was  to  account  to  and  pay  one  H,  the  value  of  one-half 
of  all  gi-ain,  butter,  and  net  proceeds  that  might  be  produced 
on  the  land.  The  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  in  determin- 
ing the  effect  of  this  agreement,  said:  "The  circumstance 
that  the  contract  provided  that  T  was  to  pay  the  value  instead 
of  dividing  the  crops,  does  not  alter  the  case.  The  principle 
is  the  same,  whether  H  furnished  or  delivered  one-half  the 
products,  or  T  took  them  and  sold  them,  and  paid  one -half 
of  their  value.  The  point  is  that  there  was  to  be  a  division, 
and  that  the  occupier  or  cultivator  was  not  to  pay  a  certain 
number  of  bushels  of  grain,  or  a  certain  number  of  tons  of 
hay,  as  rent  of  the  premises,  so  as  to  make  him  a  tenant. 
This  provision  as  to  a  division  was  but  a  mode  of  ascertain- 
ing the  value  and  dividing  the  proceeds."^  In  another  case, 
cotton  was  to  be  raised  and  sold,  and  after  the  sale,  the  ex- 
penses were  first  to  be  paid,  before  any  division  of  the  pro- 
ceeds. The  Court  before  which  this  case  was  brought,  thought 
that  the  test  by  which  to  determine  whether  such  an  agreement 
resulted  in  a  tenancy  in  common,  was  to  inquire  whether,  by 

1  Moore  v.  Spruill,  13  Ired.  56. 

'^  Tanner  v.  Hills,  44  Barb.  430;  Wilber  v.  Sisson,  53  Barb.  262. 
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the  terms  of  the  contract,  both  parties  were  entitled  to  bfe  in 
possession  of  the  crop  before  the  sale  or  di\'ision  was  made. 
That  if  the  contract  did  not  by  its  terms  necessarily  exclude 
one  of  the  parties  from  the  right  to  the  possession;  or,  if 
though  giving  one  the  right  to  make  the  sale,  it  did  not  con- 
fer ou  him  tlie  exclusive  possession,  then,  as  in  other  cases 
where  a  joint  right  to  possession  existed,  the  parties  were 
tenants  in  common.^  B  and  other  farmers  delivered  milk  to 
a  cheese  factory :  each  Avas  credited  with  the  amount  of  his 
milk :  the  milk  Avas  mixed  and  manufactured  into  cheese :  the 
factory  company  was  to  sell  the  cheese  and  to  divide  the  pro- 
ceeds among  the  farmers  in  proportion  to  the  milk  furnished 
by  each,  first  deducting  a  certain  amount,  to  pay  for  the 
manufacturing.  It  was  held  that,  imder  this  agi-eement,  B 
was  not  a  tenant  in  common  of  the  cheese,  and  that  the  trans- 
action constituted  "a  sale  of  the  milk  to  the  factoiy,  for  which 
thev  were  to  pay  at  a  certain  time  and  in  a  certain  manner," 
and  converted  B's  interest  "into  a  mere  demand  for  the  price 
of  the  product  as  agreed  upon."^ 

g  102.  Simultaneous  Mortgages. — Two  tenants  in  com- 
mon, V  and  D,  agreed  to  sell  their  property  to  R.  Part  of 
the  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  and  the  balance  was  to  be  secured  by  separate  mort- 
gages in  favor  of  each  of  the  cotenants  for  his  share  of  the 
unpaid  purchase  money.  The  mortgage  in  favor  of  V  was 
executed  and  recorded  before  the  mortgage  to  D  was  exe- 
cuted. The  sale  of  the  premises,  together  with  the  terms 
and  mode  of  payment,  were  the  result  of  a  prior  wiitten  con- 
tract between  V  and  D.  This  contract  was  considered  as 
"  the  embryo  life  of  the  mortgages  subsequently  executed." 
And  as  each  mortgage  had  a  common  inception,  and  each 
mortgagee  had,  during  all  the  time,  full  knowledge  of  the 
rights  of  the  other,  they  were  held  to  stand  ' '  upon  an  exact 
equality, "  and  to  be  entitled  to  equally  share  the  proceeds  of 
the  mortgaged  premises.^  In  this  case,  while  the  execution 
of  the  mortgages  was  not  in  fact  simultaneous,  yet  it  was  so 

'  Thompson  v.  Mawhinney,  17  Ala.  368. 
-  Buttorfidd  v.  Lathrop,  71  Pa.  St.  225. 
'■>  Daggett  r.  Raiildn,  31  Cal.  322. 

C.  &P.-11  .ufe... 
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regarded  because  it  liad  its  origin  in  a  common  contract.  If 
the  mortgages  took  effect  by  relation,  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract,  so  as  to  be  placed  on  an  equal  footing 
as  to  time,  then  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  neither  had  any 
precedence  over  the  other.  Simultaneous  mortgages,  whether 
real  or  chattel,  of  which  both  the  mortgagees  have  notice,  can 
have  no  rank  over  each  other.  The  two  separate  mortgagees 
are  therefore  treated  as  though  they  were  tenants  in  common 
of  one  mortgage,  and  are  allowed  equal  benefit  of  their  se- 
curity.^ But  they  have  not,  as  mortgagees  in  common,  such 
an  estate  that  they  can  maintain  an  action  for  partition." 

§  103.  Simultaneous  Conveyances.— The  same  principles 
which  impel  Courts  to  treat  simultaneous  mortgages  with 
equal  favor,  operate  with  like  effect  upon  simultaneous  con- 
veyances, and  upon  all  cases  where  two  or  more  parties  have 
acquired  an  equally  good  title  to  the  same  property.  Where 
neither  has  the  superior  title,  but  each  has  a  title  which,  but 
for  the  other's,  would  be  perfect,  they  are  tenants  in  common. 
A  testator  having  separate  patents,  supposed  himself  to  be 
owner  of  two  distinct  parcels  of  land.  The  larger  parcel  he 
devised  to  one  daughter,  and  the  smaller  parcel  to  another 
daughter.  The  smaller  parcel  was  afterwards  found  to  be 
included  within  the  larger.  It  was  therefore  within  the  de- 
vise to  each  daughter,  and  Avas  adjudged  to  belong  to  them 
equally  as  tenants  in  common."  Where  land  is  levied  upon 
under  writs  of  execution  or  of  attachment,  and  it  cannot  be 
ascertained  that  either  levy  preceded  the  other,  subsequent 
sales  under  the  different  levies  will  make  the  purchasers  there- 
under tenants  in  common.^  So,  if  two  patents  be  made  of  even 
date,  on  surveys  recorded  the  same  day  and  purporting  to  be 
by  virtue  of  warrants  issued  on  the  same  day,  both  including 
the  same  ground,  the  patentees  are  tenants  in  common.'^ 

§  104.     Where  a  voluntary,  unincorporated  association 

'  Welch  V.  Sackett,  12  Wis.  253;  Beers  v.  Hawley,  2  Coun.  469:  Ewer  v.  Hobbs,  5 
Met.  1. 
■-i  Ewer  V.  Hobbs,  5  Met  1. 
-  Seckel  v.  Engle,  2  Eawle,  68. 
*  Shore  v  Dow,  13  Mass.  529. 
'■>  Youn";  r.  Be  BruhL  11  Kich.  Law,  611. 
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is  formed,  and  acqiiires  property,  the  members  thereof  are 
tenants  in  common  of  such  property,  each  having  an  equal 
interest  therein.^  But,  in  Massachusetts,  a  religious  society, 
acting  in  a  parochial  capacity,  may,  though  unincoi-porated, 
receive  a  gi-ant  of  real  estate,  and  use  and  manage  it  for  the 
ordinary  purposes  of  such  society.  Therefore,  a  grant  to 
such  a  society  vests  the  title  in  it  as  a  body,  instead  of  creat- 
ine- a  tenancy  in  common  between  the  several  members. - 

§  105.  Presumption  of  Relative  Interests. — If  a  tenancy 
in  common  be  established,  but  no  proof  is  made  in  regard 
to  the  relative  interests  of  the  several  cotenants,  the  pre- 
sumption of  law  arises  that  their  shares  are  equal. ^  If  it  be 
shown  that  title  has  been  acquired  by  a  deed  executed  by 
two  or  more,  as  grantors,  a  like  presumption  arises  that  these 
several  grantors  were  tenants  in  common  of  equal  interests.* 
A  levy  was  made  by  an  officer  upon  process  issued  against  A. 
It  was  shown  that  A  and  B  were  cotenants  of  a  tract  of  land. 
The  return  of  the  officer  certified  that  he  had  levied  upon  the 
undivided  one-half  of  this  tract.  This  return  was  objected 
to,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  ^noperly  describe  A's  in- 
terest. But  the  Court  held  that  because  of  the  deed  to  A  and 
B,  the  officer  had,  in  the  absence  of  other  information,  a 
right  to  presume  that  the  interest  of  each  was  an  undivided 
one-half,  and  that  the  levy  must  be  sustained,  at  least  until 
an  affirmative  showing  was  made  that  A's  interest  was  differ- 
ent from  what  it  had  been  presumed  to  be.'' 

^  lOG.  Presumption  of,  does  not  necessarily  arise  from 
Joint  Deed.  —  The  introduction  of  deeds  from  a  common 
grantor  to  a  plaintiff  and  defendant  respectively,  purporting 
to  convey  an  undivided  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  a  suit, 
does  not  create  the  presumption  that  the  parties  arc  tenants 
in  common.     ' '  The  mere  production  of  a  deed  from  a  stranger 

'  HigginH  V.  lUddell,  12  Wis.  587;  Boiijaniiii  r.  Strcmplc,  13  111.  4G0. 
-  Hamblett  v.  Bennett,  6  Allen,  144. 

'  Jarrctt  v.  .TohnHon,  11  Gratt.  327;  Edwartls  v.  Edwards,  39  Pa.  St.  369;  Shields  v. 
Stark,  14  Geo.  429. 
<  Dasliicl  V.  CuUif-r,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  C02. 
■•  Baker  v.  Shepherd,  37  Geo.  15. 
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is  not  sufficient  to  show  either  that  he  had  title,  or  that  the 
grantee  entered  under  or  holds  in  subordination  to  his  deed. 
The  deed  may  have  been  taken  merely  to  quiet  a  better  title 
or  to  fortify  a  possession  already  taken  under  a  precedent  and 
better  claim.  "^  A  person  in  possession  of  land  may  protect 
himself  from  litigation  by  purchasing  any  outstanding  claim 
against  his  property.  By  so  purchasing,  he  does  not  neces- 
sarily admit  the  superiority  of  the  title  bought,  nor  change 
his  possession,  which  was  before  adverse,  into  a  possession 
subordinate  to  the  newly  acquired  title. ^  Therefore,  one  who 
is  in  possession  of  real  estate,  does  not  become  a  tenant  in 
common  thereof,  by  merely  accepting  a  deed  therefor  from 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  interest  therein." 

^  107.    "  Lands  held  in  common  are  subject  to  Do-wer."  * — 

The  right  of  the  wife  to  dower  is  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
cotenants  of  her  husband  to  compel  partition  of  the  land. 
Upon  such  partition,  her  claim  for  dower  is  confined  to  the 
part  which  has  been  assigned  to  him  in  severalty.  Under 
what  circumstances  and  to  what  extent  her  rights  may  be 
affected  by  a  partition,  whether  voluntary  or  involuntary,  to 
which  she  is  not  a  party,  will  be  considered  in  another  part 
of  this  work. 

g  108.  Widow  entitled  to  Dower  is  not  a  Tenant  in 
Common. — A  widow  entitled  to  dower  did  not,  at  common 
law,  have  any  estate  in  the  lands  until  assignment.^  She  was 
not  entitled  to  joint  possession  with  the  heirs;  therefore,  she 
was  not  a  tenant  in  common.  But  wherever  the  common  law 
has  been  succeeded  by  statutory  enactment,  or  by  judicial 
construction,  under  which  the  widow,  at  the  death  of  her 
husband,  has  the  right  to  the  possession  of  one-third  of  his 
real  estate,  there  she  is  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs. 
In  such  case,  ' '  her  right  of  entry  does  not  depend  upon  the 

»  Woodbeck  v.  Wilders,  18  Cal.  136. 

*  Cannon  v.  Stockmon,  36  Cal.  539;  Schuhman  v.  Gan-att,  16  Cal.  100;  Sparrow  r. 
Kingman,  1  N.  Y.  246;  Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Pet.  53. 

*  Jackson  v.  Smith,  13  Johns.  406. 

*  Scribner  on  Dower,  326;   Ham  v.  Ham,  14  Q.  B.  (Upper  Canada)  497;  Sutton  v. 
Eolfe,  3  Lev.  84;  Davis  o.  Bartholomew,  3  Ind.  485;  Brown  v.  Adams,  2  Whart.  188. 

'•>  4  Kent  Comm.  62. 
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assignment  of  dower,  which  is  a  mere  severance  of  the  com- 
mon estate."^ 

§  109.  Lapse  of  Devise  or  Bequest  to. — A  bequest  or 
devise  to  two  or  more  persons,  under  which,  if  both  sui-vived 
the  testator,  they  would  become  tenants  in  common,  will  lapse 
as  to  the  share  of  the  one  dying  before  the  testator.  The 
survivor  can  take  only  the  moiet)^  devised  or  bequeathed  to 
him,  and  can  gain  nothing  by  the  decease  of  him  who,  had 
he  outlived  the  testator,  would  have  taken  the  other  moiety.'' 
The  same  principle  is  ajDplicable  to  a  conveyance  to  two  or 
more  as  tenants  in  common,  when  one  of  them  is  dead.  In 
Kentucky,  a  patent  for  certain  lands  was  made  by  the  State 
to  Y  and  T,  the  latter  having  died  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the 
patent.  Of  the  eflfect  of  this  patent,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
said :  ' '  Whatever  may  have  been  the  case,  if  Y  had  been  a 
joint-tenant,  to  whom  the  land  would  have  went  by  operation 
of  law  as  survivor,  (a  point  we  need  not  now  consider,)  we 
conceive  that  the  whole  title  did  not  pass  to  Y  by  the  emana- 
tion of  this  grant.  It  is  clear  that  no  title  could  pass  to  a 
person  not  in  existence ;  and  it  is  equally-  clear  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  State  by  this  grant  was  to  pass  one  undivided 
moietj'  to  Y  and  the  other-  to  T  in  common ;  and  to  say  that 
the  State,  although  a  grant  of  title  was  intended,  passed  it  to 
a  person  not  intended  or  named  as  taking,  is  construing  the 
gi'ant  beyond  its  letter  or  spirit.  If  the  whole  was  intended 
in  moieties  to  each  of  two  different  j)ersons,  as  was  supposed, 
when  there  was  but  one  in  fact,  there  can  still  be  no  reason 
why  that  one  should  take  either  less  or  more  than  was  in- 
tended or  expressed."''  If  a  bequest  be  made  to  two  or  more 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  testator  thereafter  revoke  the 

'  Stedman  v.  Fortrme,  5  Conn.  462;  Stokes  v.  McAllister,  2  Mo.  163;  C.  &  A.  Turn- 
pike Co.  V.  Jarrett,  4  Ind.  215;  Wooster  v.  H.  L.  Iron  Co.  38  Conn.  256;  Crocker  v. 
Fox,  1  Root,  323. 

■^  Bagwell  V.  Dry,  1  P.  Wms.  700;  Pago  v.  Pago,  2  lb.  489;  Peat  v.  Chapman,  1  Ves. 
Sr.  542;  Bain  v.  Lescher,  11  Sim,  3'J7;  Bra<llcy  r.  Wilson,  13  Grant's  Cli.  (Hpixu- 
Canada)  042;  Frazier  v.  Frazicr,  2  Leigh,  042;  Nelson  v.  Moore,  1  Ircd.  Eq.  31;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Nase,  1  Ashmead,  242;  Goodriglit  v.  Opio,  8  Mod.  123;  Barker  v.  Giles, 

9  Mod.  157;  Sperling «.  Toll,  1  V(  s.  Sr.  70;  Reade  r.  lleade,  5  Ves.  744;  Owen  v.  Owen, 
1  Atk.  494;  Jackson  v.  Kelley,  2  Ves.  Sr.  285;  Easum  r.  Appleford,  5  Myl.  .t  Cr.  02; 
Norman  v.  Frazer,  3  Hare,  84;  Hester  v.  Hester,  2  Ircd.  Eq.  330;  Craighead  r.  Given, 

10  Berg.  &  II.  351. 

^  Cnrrie  r.  Tibb's  Heirs,  5  Monr.  443. 
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share  of  one  of  them,  such  share  does  not  go  to  the  other 
legatees,  but  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin.  Thus,  a  testator 
gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  three  children,  a  daughter 
and  two  sons,  ' '  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  not  as  joint-tenants."  He  afterwards,  by  a  codicil,  re- 
voked his  "daughter  from  being  one  of  his  residuary  lega- 
tees," and  gave  her  in  lieu  thereof  =£500  in  New  South  Sea 
annuities;"  "and  in  all  other  things  he  confirmed  his  will." 
It  Avas  argued  that  this  revocation  made  the  will  the  same  as 
though  she  had  never  been  named  as  a  residuary  legatee,  and 
that  it  was  clear  that  the  testator  meant  to  dispose  of  his 
whole  estate.  But  the  Court  of  Chancery  adopted  the  con- 
struction that  the  sons  were  residuary  legatees  ' '  of  onlj  two 
parts  in  three;"  and  this  construction  was  affirmed  on  appeal 
to  the  High  Court  of  Parliament.^ 

^  110.  Gift  to  a  Class.— The  rules  stated  in  the  preceding 
section  prevail,  because  w^here  the  testator  has  designated 
that  each  of  the  co-legatees  shall  receive  a  moiety,  the  Courts 
presume  that  he  intended  to  confine  his  bounty  to  such 
moiety.  But  if,  from  the  will,  a  different  intent  appears,  the 
Courts  will  carry  it  into  effect.  Thus,  if  a  gift  be  made  to  a 
class,  as  to  the  children  of  A,  without  naming  any  of  them, 
here  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  testator  desires  to  benefit 
all  the  children  which  A  may  have  at  the  time  of  the  vesting 
of  the  legacy.  In  such  case,  no  part  of  the  legacy  lapses,  on 
account  of  the  death  of  some  of  A's  children  prior  to  that  of 
the  testator.  Although  the  terms  of  the  bequest  are  such  as 
to  create  a  tenancy  in  common,  still  the  children  of  A,  living 
at  the  vesting  of  the  bequest,  take  the  entire  legacy.'^  But  in 
order  to  accomplish  this  result,  the  devise  or  bequest  must  be 
to  a  class  and  not  to  specified  persons  who  may  together  happen 

i  Cheslyn  v.  CressweU,  3  Bro.  C.  P.  246;  2  Eden.  123,  S.  C. 

'■^  Pemberton  v.  Parke,  5  Binn.  607;  Gross's  Estate,  10  Pa.  St.  361;  Hawkins  i'.  Ev- 
erett, 5  Jones  Eq.  43;  Walker  ?'.  Williamson,  25  Geo.  554;  Stires  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  2 
Bradf.  172;  Lawrence  v.  Hebbard,  1  Bradf.  252;  Viner  v.  Francis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  658; 
S.  C.  2  Cox,  190;  Doe  v.  Sheffield,  13  East,  526;  Pendleton  v.  Hoomes,  Wythe.  94; 
Rogers  v.  Moore's  Devisees,  4  B.  Monr.  24;  Thornhill  v.  Thornhill,  4  Madd.  377;  Col- 
lins V.  Johnson,  8  Sim.  356;  Le  Jeune  v.  Le  Jeune,  2  Keen,  701;  Gray  v.  Garmau,  2 
Hare,  271;  Shuttleworth  v.  Greaves,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  35;  Castle  v.  Eate,  7  Beav.  296; 
Frierson  r.  Van  Buren,  7  Yer.  606;  Miles  v.  Boyden,  3  Pick.  213;  Vaughan  v.  Dickens, 
2  Dev.  A-  Bat.  Eq.  52;  Young  u  Robinson,  11  G.  &  .7.  328;  Swinton  v.  Legare,  2  Mc- 
Cord's  Ch.  440. 
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to  form  a  class.  "A  gift  to  a  class  implies  an  intention  to 
benefit  those  who  constitute  the  class,  and  to  exclude  all 
others;  but  a  gift  to  individuals  described  by  their  several 
names  and  descriptions,  though  they  may  together  constitute 
a  class,  implies  an  intention  to  benefit  the  individuals  named. 
In  a  gift  to  a  class,  you  look  to  the  description  and  inquire 
what  individuals  answer  to  it;  and  those  who  do  answer  to  it 
are  the  legatees  described.  But  if  the  parties  to  whom  the 
legacy  is  given  be  not  described  as  a  class,  but  by  their  in- 
dividual names  and  additions,  though  together  constituting  a 
class,  those  who  may  constitute  the  class  at  any  particular 
time  may  not,  in  any  respect,  correspond  with  the  description 
of  the  persons  named  as  legatees.  If  a  testator  give  a  legacy 
to  be  divided  amongst  the  children  of  A  at  a  particular  time, 
those  who  constitute  the  class  at  the  time  will  take;  but  if 
the  legacy  be  given  to  B,  C,  and  D,  children  of  A,  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  one  die  before  the  testator,  the  survivors  will 
not  take  the  share  of  the  deceased  child.  The  question  must 
be,  was  the  intention  to  bequeath  to  those  who  might,  at  the 
time,  constitute  the  class,  or  to  certain  individuals  who,  it  was 
supposed,  would  constitute  it?"^ 

EFFECT    OF    PAllTNEESHIP  UPON    REAL   ESTATE    HELD   IN  NAME   OF 
PARTNERS  AS  TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

g  111.     Difference  between  Partners  and  Cotenants. — 

A  partnership  resembles  a  joint-tenancy  in  some  respects. 
The  partners  have  a  joint  interest  in  the  assets  of  the  part- 
nership, and  are  required  to  sue  and  to  be  sued  jointly  in 
reference  thereto.  Upon  the  death  of  one,  the  others  have 
a  right  of  survivorship,  entitling  them  to  continue  in  the  sole 
possession  of  the  personal  assets.  This  right  is,  however, 
but  temporary,  and  practically  amounts  to  nothing  more  than 
a  power  to  wind  up  the  concerns  of  the  late  firm.  That 
power  being  executed,  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
copartner  are  entitled  to  his  share  of  the  remaining  assets.^ 
Partnership  property  is  not  held  by  those  unities  which,  next 

'  Barber  v.  Barber,  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  097.  See  alwo  to  Mame  effect,  Bain  r.  Lesclier,  11 
Sim.  397;  Norman  v.  Frazer,  3  Hare,  84;  Havergall  r.  Harrison,  7  Beav.  49;  Ham- 
matt  r.  Ledsam,  9  Jur.  173:  Hustler  r.  Tilbrook,  9  Sim.  3G8. 

-  Dver  i\  Clark.  5  M(  t.  .'502. 
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to  the  jus  accrescendi,  are  the  chief  characteristics  of  a  joint- 
tenancy.     In  this  latter  respect,  a  partnership  resembles  a 
tenancy  in  common.     But  the  two  differ  from  each  other  in 
this,  that  the  former  creates  a  joint,  and  the  latter  a  several 
interest.     Partnership  is  distinguished  from  both  species  of 
cotenancy  by  the  means  and  by  the  result  of   its  creation. 
The  means  of  its  creation  is  necessarily  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties;  whereas  neither  joint-tenancy  nor  tenancy 
in  common  need  rest  upon  any  such  agreement.     The  result 
of  its  creation  is  a  relation  between  the  parties,  whereby  each 
is  the  agent  of  the  other,  with  authority  to  manage  and  dis- 
pose of  the  firm  property,  and  to  make  all  contracts  within 
the  scope  of  the  business  in  which  the  firm  was  designed  to 
engage.    No  such  result  arises  from  a  joint-tenancy,  nor  from 
a  tenancy  in  common.     Partnership  and  tenancy  in  common 
also  differ  from  each  other  in  other  important  particulars. 
Each  cotenant  ' '  buys  in,  or  sells  out,  or  encumbers  his  in- 
terest at  pleasure,  regardless  of  the  knowledge,  or  consent, 
or  wishes  of  his  co-proprietors,  and  without  affecting  the  legal 
relation  between  them,  beyond  the  going  out  of  one  and  the 
coming  in  of  another.     This  cannot  be  done  where  a  copart- 
nership exists.     One  cannot  buy  in  or  sell  out  of  a  partner- 
ship at  pleasure.     Such  an  act  would  of  itself  work  a  disso- 
lution of  the  partnership,  and  necessitate  its  final  settlement 
and  closing  out.     A  tenancy  in  common  results  from  a  rule 
of  law  by  which  it  is  also  controlled  and  governed.     A  part- 
nership, on  the  contrary,  is  the  result  of  an  agreement  be- 
tween parties,  which  also  supplies  the  rule  for  its  government. 
The  former  relation  is  undisturbed  by  a  change  of  tenants, 
but   the   latter  admits  of  no  change   in   its  members;   and 
where  a  change  takes  place  by  the  consent  and  agreement  of 
all  the  parties  concerned,  the  old  firm  is  thereby  dissolved 
and  a  new  one  created.     Thus  the  incidents  annexed  to  each 
have  a  different  origin  and  are  diverse.     Also,  the  proceed- 
ings for  a  dissolution  of  these  relations  are  grounded  upon 
entirely  different  facts.     As  to  the  first,  the  mere  desire  of 
one  of  the  tenants  is  sufficient  to  set  the  Court  in  motion; 
but  as  to  the  latter,  cause  must  be  shown."' 

'  Bradley  v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  77. 
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g  112.  Effect  at  la-w  of  Partnership  on  Cotenancy  of 
Realty. —  We  have  seen  that  copartnership  and  cotenancy 
differ  from  each  other  in  the  means  of  their  creation  and  in 
the  relations  which  they  respectively  produce  between  the 
parties  in  interest.  A  statement  of  even  the  general  prin- 
ciples regulating  the  rights  and  duties  of  copartners,  and 
controlling  the  final  disposition  of  their  assets,  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  this  work.  But  it  is  well  known  that  these 
principles  are  essentially  different  from  the  principles  em- 
bodied in  the  law  of  cotenancy ;  and  while  this  work  does  not 
involve  any  inquiry  into  the  general  law  of  copartnership, 
still  it  would  be  incomplete  if  it  did  not  attempt  to  show  under 
what  circumstances,  and  for  what  purposes,  property  may  be 
withdrawn  from  its  subjection  to  the  law  of  cotenancy,  and 
placed  within  the  dominion  of  the  law  of  copartnership.  Both 
at  law  and  in  equity,  the  personal  assets  of  a  firm  are  entirely 
subject  to  the'law  of  partnership.  This  is  too  well  settled  to 
requii'e  any  citation  of  authorities.  Beyond  this,  these  two 
s^'stems  of  jurisprudence  do  not  agree.  The  law  does  not 
admit  that  realty  owned  by  two  or  more  persons  can  be  held 
other  than  in  cotenancy.  ' '  The  principles  and  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  partnerships,  and  which  govern  and  regulate 
the  disposition  of  the  partnership  property,  do  not  apply  to 
real  estate.  One  partner  can  conve}^  no  more  than  his  own 
interest  in  houses  or  other  real  estate,  even  where  they  are 
hold  for  the  pui-poses  of  the  partnership.  There  may  be 
special  covenants  and  agreements  entered  into  between  part- 
ners relative  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  real  estate  held  by 
them  jointly,  and  the  land  would  be  considered  as  held  sub- 
ject to  such  covenants;  and  in  the  absence  of  all  special 
covenants,  the  real  estate  owned  by  the  partners  must  be 
considered  and  treated  as  such,  without  any  reference  to  the 
partnership."' 

g  113.  Realty  held  by  Partners,  how  treated  in  Equity. — 

That  real  estate,  though  held  as  a  joint-tenancy,  or  as  a  ten- 

'  ColcH  V.  ColfH,  15  JohiiH.  150;  Thointou  v.  Dixon,  3  Brown's  Ch.  109;  Bulmain  v. 
Shore,  9  Vc'H.  Jr.  .500;  Iloxio  v.  Cair,  1  Sumn.  17G;  Sigourncy  v.  Miinu,  7  C'omi.  11; 
Peck  V.  Fisher.  7  Cusli.  390;  Andrews'  IleirH  v.  Brown'H  Atlmr.  21  Ala.  -137;  Collumb 
V.  Ik-ad,  2t  N.  Y.  505;  Buclian  v.  Sunnier,  2  Barb.  Cli.  1G5;  Miller  r.  Proctor,  20  Ohio 
St.  448;  Peck  r,  Fisher,  7  Cush.  380. 
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ancy  in  common,  so  far  as  the  mere  legal  title  is  concerned, 
may,  in  equity,  be  treated  as  personalty,  is  well  established 
by  numerous  authorities.  But  precisely  what  circumstances 
in  regard  to  its  use  or  acquisition  will  authorize  such  treat- 
ment, and  whether,  when  authorized,  the  treatment  shall  con- 
tinue for  all  purposes,  or  for  some  only,  are  matters  upon 
which  the  decisions  are  not  in  full  harmony.  We  shall  first 
consider  what  realty,  of  which  the  legal  title  is  held  by  two 
or  more  in  undivided  interests,  may,  in  equity,  be  regarded 
as,  for  any  purpose,  withdrawn  from  the  law  of  cotenancy; 
and,  next,  for  what  purposes,  and  to  what  extent  this  with- 
drawal may  affect  the  control,  enjoyment,  and  final  disposition 
of  the  property. 

2  114.  Mere  Purchase  by  Partners  does  not  convert 
Realty  into  Personalty. — The  fact  that  the  tenants  m  com- 
mon of  the  legal  title  are  also  copartners  does  not  of  itself 
invest  the  realty  mth  any  of  the  characteristics  of  personalty. 
Nor  is  the  fact  that  payment  for  such  real  estate  was  made 
out  of  the  partnership  funds,  decisive  of  the  question.  The 
partners  may  have  intended  to  draw  that  amount  out  of  their 
firm  business,  and  to  invest  and  hold  it  as  cotenants.  Part- 
ners may,  like  other  persons,  Join  in  a  purchase  of  realty 
independent  of  their  partnership,  intending  to  hold  their 
interests  severally.  Wlienever  such  an  intention  exists,  the 
property,  though  paid  for  out  of  the  moneys  or  effects  of  the 
firm,  retains  in  equity  as  weU  as  at  law  the  character  of  real 
estate.^  "  When  the  price  of  land  conveyed  to  the  partners 
is  paid  by  copartnership  money  or  effects,  or  it  is  taken  in 
satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  the  concern,  the  real  estate  becomes 
partnership  property,  or  is  individual  property  according  to 
the  legal  effect  of  the  conveyance,  as  the  intention  of  the 
purchasers  shall  appear  to  have  been.  It  may  be  either  the 
one  or  the  other.  "^ 

§  115.  Presumption  arising  from  Purchase  -with  Firm 
Assets. — Though  the  intention  of  the  partners,  rather  than 

!  Hunt  V.  Benson,  2  Humph.  459;  Dyer  v.  Clark,  5  Met.  562;  Smith  v.  Smith,  5  Ves. 
193;  Coder  v.  Huling,  27  Pa.  St.  88. 
^  Collumb  I'.  Eead,  24  N.  Y.  513. 
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the  means  of  payment,  is  the  criterion  by  which  to  determine 
whether  the  realty  acquired  by  them  has  been  converted  into 
the  personal  estate  of  the  finn,  still  the  fact  that  payment  was 
made  out  of  the  fii-m  assets,  has  been  regarded  as  raising  a 
presumption  that  it  was  intended  to  form  a  part  of  the  part- 
nership property.    Such  seems  to  be  the  conclusion  of  Judge 
Denio,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  following  quotation  from  an 
opinion  written  by  him  and  approved  by  the  other  Judges  of 
the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals:    "Prima  facie,  I  should  say 
that,  where  the  land  was  taken  in  payment  of  a  debt,  it  might 
be  considered,  in  equity,  as  property  of  the  same  class  as 
that  which  was  parted  with  in    making  the   purchase.      So 
much  of  the  undisputed  property  of  the  partnership  has  been 
exchanged  for  the  land;   it  may  possibly  have  been  thus  in- 
vested in  order  to  pay  a  dividend  to  the  several  partners,  to 
whom  the  land  is  conveyed;   biit  the  stronger  probability 
would  always  be,  in  such  a  case,  that  it  was  taken  as  an  ex- 
l>edient  for  collecting  a  debt.     A  conclusion  which  is  to  be 
adopted  in  the  place  of  precise  proof  should  always  be  in 
favor  of  the  theory  which  is  the  most  probable;  and  it  is  upon 
this  rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  most  usually  adjusted."^ 
But  the  weight  of  the  authorities  sustains  the  proposition 
that  the  mere  fact  that  payment  is  made  out  of  the  partner- 
ship funds  is  not  even  2yi'ima  facie  proof  of  the  conversion  of 
real  into  personal  estate.     It  must  be  shown,  in  addition  to 
this  fact,  that  the  purchase  was  connected  with  the  firm  busi- 
ness, or  was  in  pursuance  of  some  agreement,  express  or  im- 
plied, that  it  should  be  held  for  the  benefit  of  the  concern.^ 

'^  116.  Realty  acquired  outside  of  Partnership  Business. — 
Realty  acquired  by  the  partners  as  cotenants,  prior  to  the 
formation  of  the  partnership,  as  well  as  that  acquired  by  them 
in  common  during  the  partnership,  but  independent  of  their 
partnership  relations,  and  Avithout  the  use  of  their  partner- 
ship funds,  may  afterwards  bo  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the 
firm.  The  question  then  arises  whether  this  appropriation 
impresses  this  real  estate  with  the  cliaracter  of  firm  property. 

>  Collumb  V.  Read,  24  N.  Y.  .^13. 

-  Smith  r.  .Jiu;ksoii,  2  Edw.  Ch.  28;  Cox  e.  McBurney,  2  Sandf.  5C1;  Wooldridge  v. 
Wilkins,  '3  How.  Miss.  M). 
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In  one  case,  the  answer  has  been  made  that  it  does  not,  be- 
cause the  resulting  trust  cannot  arise  in  favor  of  the  firm, 
without  any  writing,  where  the  partnership  has  not  contributed 
any  portion  of  the  purchase  money.'  But  the  question  is,  no 
doubt,  one  of  intention  merely.  If  the  parties  intended  to 
bring  this  realty  into  their  business,  and  thereby  to  ina^ease 
their  partnership  assets,  and  their  intent  was  consummated 
by  an  appropriation  of  the  property  to  partnership  purposes, 
then  it  should  be  regarded  as  a  contribution  to  the  stock  in 
trade,  and,  as  such,  subjected  to  the  law  of  copartnership. 
But  this  intention  is  not  to  be  infen'ed  from  the  mere  fact 
that  the  property,  even  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  so  to 
do,  has  been  used  by  the  firm,  or  for  the  firm  purposes. 
There  must  be  evidence  sufficient  to  raise  the  pi-esumption 
that  they  intended  not  only  to  use  the  property  but  also  to 
contribute  it^ to  their  joint  capital  in  trade. ^  "There  can  be 
little  doubt  that  the  purchase  of  land  by  the  partners,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  partnership,  and  subject  to  an  express  or  im- 
plied agreement  that  it  shall  be  held  for  the  benefit  of  the 
firm,  will  render  it  partnership  property,  even  when  the  whole 
of  the  consideration  is  furnished  by  the  partners  individually, 
and  no  part  of  it  comes  from  the  assets  of  the  partner- 
ship."^ 

§  117.     When  Lands  vrill  be  treated  as  Personalty. — 

"If  land,  in  addition  to  being  paid  for  out  of  partnership 
funds,  is  brought  into  the  partnership  and  used  for  partner- 
ship purposes,  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  will,  in  equity,  be 
treated  as  partnership  stock,  \inless  there  is  some  agreement 
to  the  contrary  or  'the  price  is  charged  to  the  partners  re- 
spectively in  their  several  accounts  with  the  firm.'  "^    "If  in 

'  Deloney  v.  Hutcheson,  2  Rand.  183. 

^  Frink  v.  Branch,  16  Conn.  261;  Brooke  i'.  Washington,  8  Gratt.  256;  Thornton  v. 
Dixon,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  199;  Balmain  v.  Shore,  9  Ves.  500;  Cookson  v.  Cookson,  8  Sim. 
529;  Ware  v.  Owens,  42  Ala.  215;  Pecot  v.  Armelin,  21  La.  An.  667. 

»  1  White  &  Tudor's  Lead.  Cas.  211:  Roberts  v.  McCarthy,  9  Ind.  16. 

*  Howard  i\  Priest,  5  Met.  582;  Burnside  v.  Merrick,  4  Met.  537;  Jarvis  v.  Brooks, 
7  Foster,  67;  Overholt's  Appeal.  12  Pa.  St.  222;  Moderwell  v.  Mullison,  21  Pa.  St.  259; 
Chaplin  v.  Tillinghast,  4:E.  1. 173;  Ludlow  v.  Cooper,  4  Ohio  St.  1;  Moreau  v.  Safifa- 
ran,  3  Sneed,  595;  Lime  Kock  Bank  v.  Phettleplace,  8  E.  I.  59;  Robertson  v.  Baker, 
11  Pla.  192;  Buffumt'.  Bufftim,  49  Me.  108;  Mauck  v.  Mauck,  54  111.  281;  Matlock  r. 
James.  2  Beas.  Ch.  126:  Bryant  v.  Hnuter.  6  Bush,  75;  National  Bank  v.  Sprague,  20 
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the  conveyance  the  grantees  should  be  described  as  tenants 
in  common,  it  would  be  a  circumstance  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion of  intent,  though  perhaps  it  might  be  considered  a  slight 
one ;  because  those  words  would  merely  make  them  tenants 
in  c<^mmon  of  the  legal  estate,  which,  by  operation  of  law, 
they  would  be  without  them."^  "If  the  tenants  in  common 
are  at  the  same  time  copartners,  and  the  land  was  purchased 
with  partnership  funds,  and  for  partnership  purposes,  it  is 
deemed  in  equity  converted  into  personal  property,  and  is 
liable  to  be  administered  as  such  in  winding  up  the  affairs  of 
the  firm."^  "  Where  real  estate  is  purchased  with  partnership 
funds,  for  the  use  of  the  firm,  and  without  smy  intention  of 
withdi'awing  the  funds  from  the  firm  for  the  use  of  all  or  any 
of  the  members  thereof  as  individuals,  I  believe  it  has  never 
been  doubted  in  England  that  such  real  estate  was,  in  equity, 
to  be  considered  and  treated  as  the  property  of  the  members 
of  the  firm  collectively,  and  as  liable  to  all  the  equitable 
rights  of  the  partners  as  between  themselves.  And  for  this 
purpose  the  holders  of  the  legal  title  are  considered,  in 
equity,  as  the  mere  trustees  of  those  beneficially  interested 
in  the  fund,  not  only  during  the  existence  of  the  copartner- 
ship, but  also  upon  the  dissolution  thereof  by  the  death  of 
some  of  the  copartners  or  otherwise."^  The  same  principles 
of  equity  which  direct  the  administration  of  real  estate,  the 
legal  title  of  which  is  held  by  the  members  of  the  firm  as 
tenants  in  common,  operate  with  like  force  and  effect  when 
this  legal  title  is  held  by  one  partner  only,  or  even  by  a  third 
person,  if  it  be  held  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  firm 
jointly.^ 

N.  J.  Eq.  13;  Willis  v.  Freeman,  35  Vt.  44;  Lang  v.  Waring,  25  Ala.  (525;  Duhring  v. 
Duhring,  20  Mo.  174;  Davis  v.  Christian,  15  Gratt.  11;  Holland  c.  Fuller,  13  Ind.  195; 
Phillips  V.  Phi!-Kps,  1  Mylne  &  K.  049;- Broom  v.  Broom,  3  Mylne  A-  K.  443;  Moran  v. 
Palmer,  13  Mich.  367;  Fowler  v.  Bailey,  14  Wis.  125;  Ci.ley  r.  Huse,  40  N.  H.  358; 
Arnold  v.  WainwTight,  G  Minn.  358. 

■  Dyer  c.  Clark,  5  Met.  562;  Matlock  i-.  Matlock,  5  Ind.  403;  Abbott's  Appeal,  50  Pa. 
St.  238. 

-■  Collumb  V.  Read.  24  N.  Y.  509;  Meily  i\  Wood,  71  Pa.  St.  488. 

^  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  Buchau  v.  Sumner,  2  Barb.  Cli.  199. 

'  NicoU  I'.  Ogden,  29  111.  323;  Uhler  v.  Semple,  20  N.  J.  Eq,  288;  Jarvis  v.  Brooks, 
7  Fost.  37;  Pugh  v.  Currie,  5  Ala.  446;  Deveney  o.  Mahoncy,  8  C.  E.  Green,  247;  12 
Am.  L.  Reg.  63. 
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§  118.  For  what  purposes  Realty  treated  as  Personalty. — 
Whether  the  conversion  of  partnership  realty  into  personalty 
prevails  for  all  purposes  or  for  some  only  is  a  question  which 
Judge  Story ' '  considered  as  open  to  many  distressing  doubts. "  ^ 
The  doubts  are  no  less  distressing  now  than  when  they  first 
perplexed  the  learned  Judge,  but,  by  considering  the  number 
of  the  adjudications,  in  the  two  countries,  it  Avill  be  readily 
ascertained  where  the  weight  of  the  authorities  in  both  Eng- 
land and  America  rests;  and  the  results  thus  ascertained  in 
regard  to  the  two  countries,  will  be  found  to  be  in  irrecon- 
cilable conflict  with  each  other.  The  earlier  English  decisions 
were  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  the  conversion  of  realty 
into  personalty  extended  no  further  than  was  necessary  to  an 
equitable  adjustment  of  the  claims  of  the  firm  creditors,  and 
of  the  rights  of  the  members  of  the  firm  between  themselves. 
Subject  only  to  those  claims  and  rights,  the  real  property 
continued  to  be  distinguished  by  its  ordinary  legal  incidents, 
and  liable  to  disposition  according  to  the  rules  of  law.  It 
therefore  passed  to  the  heirs  or  devisees.^  But  this  con- 
struction of  the  law  of  copartnership  is  now  certainly  over- 
thrown in  England."  After  fully  considering  the  decisions 
then  existing,  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  a  leading  case  on  this 
subject,  thus  summed  up  his  own  reasons  and  the  result  to 
which  those  reasons,  as  well  as  the  prior  adjudications,  led 
him :  "  I  should,  therefore,  feel  no  hesitation  in  coming  to  this 
conclusion,  that  the  mere  contract  of  partnership,  without 
any  express  stipulation,  involves  in  it  an  impiied  contract, 
quite  as  stringent  as  if  it  were  expressed,  that,  at  the  disso- 
lution of  the  pai-tnership,  all  the  property  then  belonging  to 
the  partnership,  whether  it  be  ordinary  stock  in  trade,  or  a 
leasehold  interest,  or  a  fee-simple  estate  in  land,  shall  be 
sold,  and  the  net  proceeds,  after  satisfying  all  partnershij) 

1  story  on  PartnersMp,  sec.  93. 

"  Thornton  i'.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  Ch.  K.  199;  Bell  r.  Pbyn,  7  Ves.  453;  Balmain  v.  Shore, 
9  Ves.  501;  Cooksonr.  Cooksou,  8  Sim.  529. 

» Essex  V.  Essex,  20  Beav.  442;  Eipley  v.  Waterworth,  7  Ves.  425;  Houghton  i\ 
Houghton,  11  Sim.  491;  Broom  v.  Broom,  3  Myhie  &  K.  443;  Phiilips  i'.  Phiiilps,  1 
Mylne  &  K.  649;  Fereday  v.  Wight^\ick,  1  Euss.  &  M.  45;  Crawshay  v.  Maule,  1  Swanst. 
495;  Kirkpatriek  v.  Sim.  5  Pat.  Scotch  App.  525;  Selkrig  r.  Davies,  2  Dow,  230; 
Townshcnd  v.  Devaynes,  1  Mont.  Partn.  note  2  A,  Appx.  9G:  Morris  r.  Kearsley,  2 
Yonng  &  C.  Ex.  139;'Holroyd  v.  Holroyd.  7  W.  K.  42G. 
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debts  and  liabilities,  be  divided  among  the  partners;  and 
tbat  each  pai-tner,  and  the  representatives  of  any  deceased 
partner,  have  a  right  to  insist  on  this  being  done." 

"Now,  if  it  be  established  that,  by  the  contract  of  part- 
nership, all  the  partnership  property  is  to  be  sold  at  the  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership,  then  any  real  property  which  has 
become  the  property  of  the  partnership,  becomes,  by  force 
of  the  partnership  contract,  converted  into  personalty;   and 
that,  not  merely  as  between  the  partners  to  the  extent  of  dis- 
charging the  partnership  debts,  but  as  between  the  real  and 
personal  representatives  of  any  deceased  partner."'     There 
are  some  American  cases  in  full  accord  with  the  rule  as  stated 
in  the  latest  English  cases.     Thus,  the  Chief  Justice  of   the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  in  a  very  recent 
decision,  in   which    his    associates   concurred,  asserted  that 
' '  upon  a  review  of  the  authorities,  the  analogies,  and  reasons 
of  the  law,  we  conclude  that  a  safe  and  reliable  rule  may  be 
deduced  as  to  that  class  of  property  to  which  this  evidently 
belongs;  that  is,  when  property  is  bought  with  partnership 
funds,  to  be  used  in  can-ying  on  and  facilitating  the  partner- 
ship business,  and  operations  and  profits,  it  is  then  partner- 
ship property,  impressed  with  the  characteristic  of  personalty 
for  any  and  all  purposes,  not  only  as  between  the  partners 
inter  se  and  the  firm  and  its  creditors,  but  also  as  to  distribu- 
tion  between  the   administi-ator,  distributees,  and  heirs." - 
But  the  American  decisions,  by  a  preponderance  that  ap- 
proaches unanimity,  are  in  direct  conflict  Avath  the  rule  thus 
announced  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky.     The  Am- 
erican theory  is  that  the  legal  title  of  the  partnership  realty 
is  held  by  the  copartners  as  tenants  in  common,  subject  in 
equity  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  firm ; 
that  when  such  debts  are  paid,  all  ' '  the  incidents  and  (quali- 
ties of  real  estate  revive;"  that  the  trust  in  favor  of  the  part- 
nership existed   only  in  behalf   of  partnership  objects  and 
lial)ilities,  and  these  being  fully  discharged,  the  legal  title  is 

'  Darby  r.  Darby,  3  Drewry,  505. 

-  Cornwall  v.  Cornwall,  6  Bush,  372;  approved  in  Bank  of  Louisvillf  v.  Hall,  8 
Bush,  G78.  These  two  cases,  and  Pierce  v.  Trigg.  10  Leigh,  40G,  are  probably  the 
only  American  cases  in  favor  of  the  theory  of  the  absolute  conversion  of  realty  into 
personalty  for  all  purposes. 
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released  from  all  trusts,  and  will  descend  to  the  heir  as  in 
the  case  of  any  other  tenancy  in  common.^  In  a  very  recent 
decision  denying  the  application  of  an  administrator,  made  to 
a  court  of  equity,  asking  that  certain  realty  might  be .  con- 
verted into  personalty,  the  American  rule,  and  the  reasons 
on  which  it  rests,  were  stated  by  the  Court  as  follows : 

"Neither  the  ground  of  interposition  nor  the  mode  of  its 
exercise  is  changed  by  the  decease  of  the  party  in  whose  be- 
half it  is  required.  His  representatives  are  substituted  in 
his  place.  Their  rights  are  derivative  merely.  Equities  be- 
tween them,  if  any  there  be,  are  subordinate  and  posterior 
to  those  which  spring  from  the  relation  of  copartnership. 
The  conversion  of  real  estate  into  personalty  is  worked,  if  at 
all,  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the  affairs  of  the  partnership. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  conversion  shoidd  be  made 
only  when  and  so  far  as  required  for  that  purpose ;  and  that 
the  effect  upon  the  descent  or  distribution  of  the  share  of  a 
deceased  partner  among  his  representatives  should  be  re- 
garded as  incidental  merely,  and  not  an  end  for  which  the 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity  is  to  be  sought. 

"In  view  of  the  grounds  and  purposes  of  such  equitable 
conversion,  even  regarding  all  the  partnership  real  estate,  how- 
ever the  legal  title  may  be  held,  as  held  in  trust  for  the  part- 
nership, this  Court  are  disposed  to  hold,  notwithstanding  the 
gi-eat  weight  of  authority  to  the  contrary  elsewhere,  that  such 
real  estate  is  to  be  converted  into  personalty  only  when  such 
conversion  is  required  for  the  payment  of  claims  against  the 
partnership  which  are  in  the  nature  of  debt.  Balances  due 
to  individual  partners,  for  advances  to  the  firm,  or  for  pay- 
ments made  in  its  behalf,  come  within  this  definition.-  So 
also  may  capital  furnished  by  one  partner,  when  by  the  terms 
upon  which  it  was  furnished,  or  from  the  natiu'e  and  necessity 
of  the  case,  it  is  to  be  repaid  in  specific  amounts,  in  order  to 
reach  the  net  result,  or  the  body  of  the  partnership  interests, 

'  Piper  V.  Smith,  1  Head,  93;  McAllister  v.  Montgomery,  3  Hayw.  94;  Teatman  v. 
Wood,  6  Yerg.  21;  Scruggs  v.  Blaii-,  44  Miss.  406;  Goodburn  v.  Stevens,  5  Gill,  1;  Eice 
V.  Barnard,  20  Vt.  479;  Holland  v.  Fuller,  13  Ind.  195;  Tillinghast  v.  Chaplin,  4  E.  I. 
173;  Sumner  v.  Hampson,  8  Ohio,  358;  Hanff  v.  Howard,  3  Jones  Eq.  440;  Collins  v. 
Warren,  29  Miss.  236;  Lang's  Heirs  v.  Waring,  25  Ala.  625;  Piatt  v.  Oliver,  3  McL. 
27;  Wilcox  v.  Wilcox,  13  Allen,  252. 

■'  See  also  Gray  v.  Palmer,  9  Cal.  639. 
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to  which  the  proportional  rights  or  shares  of  the- several  part- 
ners attach.  lu  short,  whatever  is  required  to  be  paid  or 
measured  in  precise  sums  must  be  so  adjusted;  and  real 
estate,  converted  for  that  purpose,  imdoubtedly  becomes  per- 
sonalty, and  is  entitled  to  be  distributed  as  such  when  paid 
over  to  the  party  entitled.  But  the  shares  iu  the  body  of  the 
partnership,  those  interests  which  are  not  measured  by  pre- 
cise amounts,  but  consist  in  a  common  proprietorship  after 
all  special  claims  are  satisfied,  stand  on  a  different  footing. 
These  interests  are  determined  by  the  proportions  fixed  by  the 
articles  or  organic  law  of  the  partnership.  "WTien  the  bene- 
ficial interests  and  the  legal  title  correspond,  it  has  already 
been  decided  that  the  rights  of  the  partners  iu  real  estate  so 
held  will  be  left  to  adjust  themselves  by  descent  of  the  legal 
title  with  its  incidents,  as  real  estate  of  the  several  partners, 
held  in  common.  When  the  legal  title  is  otherwise  held,  it 
is  held  in  trust;  and  the  equitable  title  descends  in  like  man- 
ner and  with  like  incidents,  except  as  to  dower.  The  office 
of  equity  is  merely  to  declare  tinists,  and  compel  the  legal 
title  to  sei-ve  the  equitable  interests.  This  is  accomplished 
by  directing  such  conveyances  as  ^\rill  make  the  legal  title  of 
the  several  parties  conform  to  their  respective  beneficial  in- 
terests. 

"By  the  rule  above  indicated,  all  partnership  rights  and 
obligations  are  secured,  and  all  equities  growing  out  of  that 
relation  are  met  and  answered.  To  require  equitable  inter- 
ference to  go  further,  and  convert  all  real  estate  into  j)erson- 
alty,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  a  division,  seems  to  us  to  be  an 
unnecessary  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  copartners,  and, 
when  undertaken  in  the  interest  of  one  class  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  a  deceased  partner,  against  another  class  of 
representatives  of  the  same  partner,  it  seems  to  be  a  departure 
from  the  legitimate  sphere  of  equitable  jurisdiction.  It  is 
not  the  province  of  equity  to  seek  to  counteract  or  modify 
the  operation  of  the  laws  of  descent  and  distribution."' 

§  119.  Conveyance  by  Partner. — At  law,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  partners  are  tenants  in  common  of  their  realty.     Each 

'  Sheai-crv.  Shearer,  98  Mass.  111. 

C.  &  p.— 12 
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can  therefore  convey  liis  undivided  interest,  and  neither  can 
convey  any  part  of  the  interest  of  his  copartners.^  And 
during  the  continuance  of  the  copartnership,  the  rule  is,  in 
equity,  the  same  as  at  law.  No  matter  how  absolute  the  con- 
version of  the  realty  into  personalty  may  be,  ' '  each  partner 
is  required,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  join  in  every  con- 
veyance of  real  estate  in  order  to  pass  the  entirety  thereof 
to  the  grantee;  and  if  one  partner  only  executes  it,  whether 
it  be  in  his  own  name  or  in  that  of  the  firm,  the  deed  will 
not  ordinarily  convey  any  more  than  his  own  share  or  in- 
terest therein.""  But  upon  the  decease  of  any  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  firm,  the  survivors  are  invested  with  a  power  which 
they  did  not  before  j)ossess.  The  realty  of  the  late  firm  is 
so  far  converted  into  personalty,  in  equity,  as  to  be  subject, 
like  choses  in  action  or  any  other  personal  assets,  to  be  sold 
by  the  survivors,  if  such  sale  is  necessary  to  pay  the  partner- 
ship debts.  A  deed  executed  by  the  survivors,  in  pursuance 
of  such  sale,  does  not  convey  the  legal  title  of  the  deceased 
copartner,  for  that  is  vested  in  his  heir  by  operation  of  the 
law  of  descents ;  but  it  does  convey  the  entire  equitable  title, 
and  the  purchaser  ' '  may  call  on  the  heir  for  the  legal  title,  and 
compel  him  to  convey."" 

§  120.  The  conveyance  of  his  undivided  interest  which 
either  partner  may  make  during  the  continuance  of  the  part- 
nership is,  if  made  to  a  purchaser  with  actual  or  constnictive 
notice,  subject  to  the  trusts  then  existing  against  the  realty 
conveyed  and  in  favor  of  the  partners  and  the  creditors  of  the 
firm.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases,  a  vendee,  with  notice, 
obtains  no  rights  superior  to  those  held  by  the  vendor.*  And, 
on  the  other  hand,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  vendee 
or  moiigagee  of  a  partner  -will  obtain  both  the  legal  and  the 

^  Jackson  v.  Stanford.  19  Geo.  15;  Anderson  i-.  Tompkins,  1  Brock.  463;  Whitman 
V.  B.  &  M.  E.  E.,  3  Allen,  133;  Turbeville  i'.  Eyau,  1  Humpli.  113. 

-  Story  on  Partnership,  sec.  94;  Davis  v.  Chi'istian,  15  Gratt.  36.  The  deed  by  one 
partner  of  firm  realty,  in  discharge  of  a  firm  debt,  transfers  both  the  legal  and  the 
equitable  title  to  such  partner's  moiety.    Van  Brunt  v.  Applegate,  ii  N.  Y.  544. 

•'  Andrew's  Heirs  v.  Brown's  Admrs.  21  Ala.  443;  Delmonico  v.  Guillaume,  2  Sandf. 
Ch.  366;  Broom  v.  Broom,  3  Mylne  &  K.  443;  Dupuy  v.  Leavenworth,  17  Cal.  268. 

"I  Kistner  i'.  Sindliuger.  33  Ind.  117;  Edgar  v.  Donnelly.  2  Munf.  387;  Hoxie  r.  Carr, 
1  Snmn.  174. 
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equitable  title  to  the  moiety  purchased  by  him,  and  "vnll  hold 
the  same  free  from  all  trusts  of  which  he  had  no  notice, 
actual  or  constructiAC,  at  the  date  of  his  purchase ;  and 
further,  that  the  fact  of  which  he  must  have  notice,  is  not 
merely  that  his  vendor  was  a  partner  as  well  as  a  cotenant, 
but  that,  on  account  of  such  partnership,  the  realty  was  in 
equity  liable  to  certain  liabilities  then  existing.^  But  notice 
will  be  ' '  implied  Avhenever  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
justify  the  presumption  that  the  purchaser  either  knew  or  re- 
mained wiKully  ignorant."-  As  between  the  partners  and 
creditors  of  one  of  the  partners,  it  cannot  be  shown,  accord- 
ing to  the  decisions  in  Pennsylvania,  that  a  deed  which  is 
apparently  made  to  the  partners  as  tenants  in  common,  was 
in  fact  a  conveyance  to  them  to  hold  as  partnership  assets. 
"Partners  who  take  a  deed  in  their  individual  right  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  stand  in  a  different  relation  to  the  public" 
from  that  in  which  they  stand  towards  each  other.  "Their 
acts  tend  to  mislead  both  purchasers  and  creditors  trusting 
to  the  apparent  state  of  the  title.  Partners  being  the  owners 
of  the  money  which  pays  for  the  title,  have  the  power  of 
directing  its  application  to  suit  their  own  purposes,  and  can, 
if  they  choose,  always  secure  the  identity  of  its  character  in 
the  kind  of  title  they  take  for  it.  If,  therefore,  they  take 
title  to  themselves  as  tenants  in  common,  instead  of  as  part- 
ners, they,  by  their  own  election,  stamp  the  character  of  the 
title  taken  as  to  those  who  afterwards  deal  with  them.  '^  ^  * 
It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  a  creditor  is  not  within 
the  recording  acts,  and  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  true 
character  of  the  title.  It  is  true  that  the  recording  acts  ex- 
tend only  to  purchasers  and  mortgagees,  and  their  effect  is 
to  defeat  an  unrecorded  deed  as  to  subsequent  purchasers 
and  mortgagees  without  notice  of  it,  while  a  creditor  is  not 
protected  against  the  unrecorded  deed,  but  must  stand  on  the 
title  as  it  was  in  fact  when  his  lien  attached.  This  is  very 
different,  however,  from  the  use  of  parol  evidence  to  alter 
the  effect  of  a  deed  which  itself  displays  the  title.    To  alter  a 

'  Buchaii  V.  Sumner,  2  13arb.  Ch.  198;  Fiiiik  r.  Branch,  IG  Conn.  270;  Forde  i'.  Her- 
Yon,  •]  Munf.  ;51G;  McDennot  r.  Lawreuco,  7  Scarg.  A  K.  441;  lluilo  v.  Henrie,  2 
Watts,  14;j;  Hale  v.  Plummer,  C  Ind.  121;  Abbott'n  Appeal,  M  Pa.  St.  238. 

•'  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  241;  Tilliughuxt  r.  Cliamplin.  4  1\.  I.  173. 
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deed  so  as  to  make  it  of  different  import,  offends  against  the 
spirit  of  all  those  laws  made  to  protect  the  public  against  fraud 
and  secret  titles,  and  prevent  a  change  of  right  to  the  prejudice 
of  those  who  deal  upon  the  apparent  legal  operation  of  the  in- 
strument. "^  ■^  *  It  is  very  clear  that  honest  creditors  who  are 
led  to  give  credit  to  the  individual  partners  on  the  apparent 
state  of  the  title  in  them  individually,  ought  not  to  be  met 
afterwards  by  a  change  of  the  face  in  the  deed  by  which  it 
takes  a  partnership  aspect  contrary  to  its  terms.  "^  In  this 
case,  the  contest  was  between  a  creditor  of  one  of  the  part- 
ners and  another  partner,  the  latter  claiming  that  the  real 
estate  should  be  held  as  partnership  assets,  and  its  proceeds 
applied  to  the  payment  of  a  sum  found  to  be  due  to  him  from 
the  firm.  If,  however,  the  contest  had  arisen  between  the 
creditors  of  one  partner  and  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  the 
decision  would  have  been  the  same,  for  the  Courts  of  this 
State  seem  to  have  uniformly  decided  that  parol  evidence  is 
not  admissible  to  show  that  lands  apparently  held  by  a  ten- 
ancy in  common  are  in  fact  held  in  partnership,  and  therefore 
pledged  to  partnership  creditors;^  but  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  the  rights  of  the  paHners  in  a  litigation  between 
them,  such  evidence  is  admissible.^ 

But  in  a  very  recent  English  decision,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  the  possession  of  lands  for  partnership  purposes 
by  the  cotenants  thereof,  is  such  a  notice  to  third  persons  that 
it  may  be  partnership  assets,  as  to  place  them  upon  inquiry 
in  reference  to  the  true  nature  of  the  title,  and  that  either 
partner  may  insist  upon  the  partnership  character  of  the 
realty  as  against  all  persons  dealing  with  his  copartner  and 
having  notice  of  the  use  made  of  the  lands  for  partnership 
purposes.^ 

<■  Ebbert's  Appeal,  70  Pa.  St.  81;  Abbott's  Appeal,  50  Pa.  St.  238. 

-  Lefevre's  Appeal,  69  Pa.  St.  125;  Hale  v.  Henrie,  2  Watts,  14A;  Ridgway,  Budd  & 
Co.'s  Appeal,  15  Pa.  St.  181;  Erwin's  Appeal,  39  Pa.  St.  537;  Overholt's  Appeal,  12  Pa. 
St.  222;  Cummmg's  Appeal,  25  Pa.  St.  269. 

•1  Abbott's  Appeal,  50  Pa.  St.  238. 

*  Cavander  v.  Bultul,  29  L.  T.  R.  (N.  S.)  710. 
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"  is  legal  or  conventional,  §  124. 
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§  121.  By  the  common  la-w,  no  co-ownership  resulted 
from  the  marriage  relation.  It  is  true  that  the  wife,  after  the 
decease  of  her  husband,  was  "endowed  of  a  third  part  of 
such  lands  and  tenements  as  were  her  husband's  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture ;  to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  same  wife  in 
severalty,  hy  metes  and  hounds,  for  term  of  her  life."^  But 
this  right  of  dower  never  created  any  undivided  interest  in 
the  lands  of  the  husband.  He  held  the  freehold  in  severalty. 
' '  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  right  to  dower,  which 
the  wife  acquired  by  marriage,  becomes  consummate;  but 
unless  the  precise  portion  of  land  which  she  is  to  have  is 
particularly  specified,  as  was  formerly  sometimes  done,  she 
cannot  enter  till  dower  is  assigned  to  her;  for  she  might,  in 
that  case,  choose  whatever  part  of  the  lands  she  pleased, 
which  would  be  injurious  to  the  heir.  The  widow  has  there- 
fore ^zo  estate  in  the  lands  of  her  husband  till  assignment;  for 
the  law  casts  the  freehold  on  the  heir,  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  the  ancestor."^  Tenancy  by  entireties,  it  is  true, 
existed  at  the  common  law,  and  was  an  estate  dej)endent  upon 
the  marriage  relation  for  its  creation  and  continuance.  But 
it  was  not  created  solely  by  such  relation.  It  was  generally 
produced  by  a  gift  to  the  husband  and  wife,  or  by  a  purchase 
made  by  him,  the  conveyance  for  which,  by  his  direction, 
was  taken  in  the  name  of  both  himself  and  his  wife.  It  did 
not  arise  as  the  inevitable  consequence  of  the  marriage  rela- 
tion, nor  was  it  designed  or  calculated  as  a  means  of  assuring 
to  each  spouse  his  or  her  just  share  of  the  assets  or  gains  of 
the  matrimonial  cojDartnership.  It  existed  but  rarely,  and 
depended  for  its  creation  on  the  generosity  of  relatives  seek- 
ing to  make  some  provision  for  the  wife,  or  on  the  generosity 
of  the  husband,  pursuing  a  like  object.  The  co-ownership 
of  which  we  are  about  to  treat,  like  tenancy  by  entireties,  ex- 
isted in  connection  wath  the  marital  relation,  but  instead  of 
being  a  rare  and  accidental  incident,  it  was,  in  the  absence  of 
stipulations  to  the  contrary,  the  unavoidable  result  of  that 
relation.  Instead  of  representing  the  geneiosity  of  husband 
or  relatives,  it  was  a  just  recognition  of  the  services  of  the 
wife,  and  of  her  care  and  fidelity  as  one  of  the  marital  co- 

»  Lilt.  sec.  36;  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  153.  '^  1  Greenl.  Cruise,  168. 
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partners,  and  it  secnred  to  her  as  a  matter  of  right  not  a  mere 
life  estate  in  one-third  of  her  husband's  lands,  bnt  an  estate 
in  fee-simple  equal  to  his  in  quantity,  and  including  all  the 
matrimonial  acquisitions,  whether  real  or  personal. 

^  122.  In  the  civil  law,  the  interests  of  the  husband  and 
"svife  were  more  distinct  than  at  common  law.  The  civil  law 
' '  does  not  recognize  in  the  husband  and  wife  that  union  of 
persons  by  which  the  rights  of  the  wife  were  incoi-porated 
and  consolidated,  during  the  coverture,  with  those  of  the 
husband.  It  does  not,  therefore,  subject  her  to  those  civil 
disabilities  which  must  have  resulted  from  that  union.  The 
husband  and  wife  are  regarded  as  distinct  persons,  with  sepa- 
rate rights,  and  capable  of  holding  distinct  and  separate 
estates."^  The  community  of  goods  between  husband  and 
wife,  which  has  been  adopted  in  different  forms  in  many  sys- 
tems of  Jurisprudence,  if  it  was  ever  a  part  of  the  Eoman 
law,  fell  into  disuse  before  the  compilation  of  the  Digest,  and 
existed  only  where  the  parties  adopted  it  by  their  nuptial 
agreement.'  At  their  marriage,  the  wife  brought  her  dos,  and 
the  husband  his  donatio  propter  nuptias,  or  antidos.  As  to  all 
their  other  property,  each  retained  and  exercised  the  rights 
of  OAvners  in  severalty.  The  wife's  property  not  subject  to 
the  dof>  Avas  called  bona  extra  dotern.  The  dos,  or  dotal  prop- 
erty, was  that  contributed  at  the  marriage  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  wife.  The  husband  exercised  dominion  over  it  during 
the  coverture,  received  the  rents,  fruits,  and  profits  thereof; 
and  could  alienate  such  part  as  was  personal,  and  that  only. 
The  interest  and  authority  of  the  husband  over  the  dotal 
property  ceased  at  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  and  the 
property,  with  its  accessions,  reverted  to  the  wife  or  some  of 
her  relatives,  except  as  to  the  parts  he  had  laAvfully  sold,  and 
for  these  parts  he  was  accountable  for  the  prices  realized. 
The  donailo  propter  nuptias  was  the  gift  of  property  required 
by  the  civil  law  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  husband  ad  sus- 
tinenda  onera  matrimonii.  It  seems  to  have  been  treated  as 
a  mere  security  for  the  wife's  dos.  The  husband  was  entitled 
to  all  profits  derived  from  it  during  coverture,  and  to  its  res- 

1  Biirge  Colonial  Law,  2G3. 
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toration  on  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage.  The  property  of 
the  wife  which  was  extra  doiem  consisted  of  paraphernalia  and 
receptitia.  The  former  inchided  the  property  brought  by  her 
into  the  house,  or  of  which  the  husband  had  possession,  and 
of  which  inventory  was  taken;  the  latter  term  indicated  the 
property  of  which  she  retained  possession  wholly  separate 
from  her  husband.^ 

§  123.  Community  in  America. — The  States  of  Louisiana, 
Texas,  California,  and  Nevada,  and  the  Territories  of  Arizona, 
Idaho,  and  New  Mexico,  instead  of  adopting  the  provisions  of 
either  the  civil  or  the  common  law  in  regard  to  the  property 
relations  of  husband  and  wife,  have  made  them  co-owners  or 
copartners  in  interest,  by  creating  a  community  of  property 
betM'Cen  them  very  similar  to  that  existing  under  the  laws  of 
France  and  Spain.  In  the  three  States  first  named,  this  sys- 
tem had  been  in  force,  and  large  and  valuable  interests  had 
become  vested  under  it,  before  their  attachment  to  the  United 
States,  and  before  they  had  become,  to  any  considerable  ex- 
tent, inhabited  by  people  accustomed  to  the  common  law. 
The  Province  of  Lower  Canada,  o^\dng,  no  doubt,  to  the  par- 
tiality of  its  citizens  of  French  birth  or  ancestry  to  the  laws 
and  institutions  of  their  fatherland,  has  recently  adopted  a 
Civil  Code  containing  the  chief  features  of  the  Code  Napoleon, 
including  the  law  creating,  defining,  and  regulating  the  com- 
munity of  assets  between  husband  and  wife.  In  the  State  of 
Missouri,  and  probably  in  other  parts  of  the  territory  ceded 
to  the  United  States  by  France,  the  French  Law,  though  not 
now  in  force,  has  been,  to  some  considerable  extent,  the  sub- 
ject of  judicial  investigation,  in  connection  with  claims  to 
real  estate  the  title  to  which  had  been  acquired  while  the 
country  and  its  inhabitants  were  yet  under  the  dominion  of 
France.  It  would  be  as  foreign  to  the  object  of  this  work  to 
undertake  an  exposition  in  detail  of  the  whole  of  the  law  re- 
specting community,  as  to  undertake  a  like  detail  of  the  com- 
mon law  regulating  the  rights  and  relations  of  husband  and 
wife.     But  as  the  community  is  a  species  of  co-ownership,^ 

'  Burge  Colonial  Law,  273. 

^  "  The  husband  and  wife,  during  coverture,  are  jointly  seized  of  the  property,  •with 
a  half  interest  i-emaining  ovor  to  the  wife,  subject  only  to  the  husband's  disposal  dur- 
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we  sLali  consider  it,  so  far  at  least  as  to  show  of  what  it  is 
general!}  composed,  and  to  present  some  of  the  chief  tests 
by  which  to  distinguish  it  from  other  property  o-wned  by 
either  of  xhe  spouses  in  severalty. 

§  12i.     A  community  is  either  legal  or  conventional: 

legal  -when  established  by  force  of  the  law,  independent  of 
any  marriage  contract;'  and  conventional  when  modified  by 
some  agreement  of  the  parties  Avhich  the  law  authorized  them 
to  make.*  The  community,  whether  legal  or  conventional, 
commences,  according  to  the  French  law,  from  the  day  of 
contracting  the  marriage  before  the  officer  of  the  civil  power; 
and  cannot,  even  by  stipulation,  begin  at  an}-  other  time.^ 

^  125.  The  modifications  of  the  legal  community  by 
which  such  community  becomes  conventional  instead  of  legal, 
may  embrace  every  description  of  agreement  except:  1st. 
Those  contrary  to  good  morals;  2d.  Those  derogating  from 
the  rights  resulting  from  the  power  of  the  husband  over  the 
persons  of  his  wife  and  children,  or  from  the  rights  con- 
ferred on  the  surviving  husband  or  wife  by  the  ''Title  of 
Paternal  Power,"  and  by  the  "Title  of  Minority,  Guardian- 
ship, and  Emancipation;"  3d.  Those  changing  the  legal  order 
of  succession.*     The  principal  modifications  are : 

1st.  By  way  of  realization;  viz.,  that  the  present  or  future 
moveables  shall  be  excluded  from  the  community,  in  whole 
or  in  part. 

ing  their  joint  lives.  This  is  a,  present,  definite,  and  certain  interest."  (Beard  i'.  Knox, 
5  Cal.  256.)  Affirmed  in  Do  Godey  v.  Godey,  39  Cal.  164,  where  the  Court,  in  speak- 
ing of  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  common  property,  said:  "  The  thcoiy  iqioii 
which  the  right  of  the  wife  is  founded  is,  that  the  common  property  was  acquired  by 
the  joint  eflbrts  of  Inisband  and  wife,  and  should  be<livided  between  them  if  tht_ 
marriage  tie  is  dissolved  either  by  the  deatli  of  the  husband  or  by  a  decree  of  the 
Court.  Her  mere  right  in  the  community'  property  is  as  m'cU  defined  and  ascertained  in 
contemplation  of  law,  even  during  the  marriage,  as  is  that  of  the  husband."  Speak- 
ing of  husband  and  wife,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  said:  "  Their  rights  of  property 
in  the  efiectsof  the  community  Arc  perfectly  equivalent  to  each  otlier."  (Wright  c. 
Hays,  10  Tex.  133.)  Tlie  estate  vested  in  hunband  and  wife  by  virtue  of  the  law  of 
community,  is  such  a  vested  right  that  the  Legislature  bus  no  power  to  divest  it  by 
any  law.     (Portia  v.  Parker,  22  Tex.  702.) 

'  CtviJ  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  sees.  1268  and  1270. 

-  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  sec.  1384. 

^  Code  Napoleon,  sec.  1399;  Civil  Code  Lower  Canada,  sec.  1209. 

^  Code  Napoleon,  sees.  1497  and  1387  to  1390.    See  also  Art.  4G32  Paschal's  Tex.  Dig. 
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2d.  By  way  of  mobilizatiou,  that  tlie  wJiole  or  some  part 
of  the  immoveables  shall  be  included  in  the  community. 

3d.  That  each  of  the  parties  shall  pay  his  or  her  ante- 
nuptial debts. 

4th.  That  in  case  of  renunciation  by  the  wife,  she  may  re- 
sume her  contributions,  free  and  unincumbered. 

5th.  That  the  survivor  shall  have  a,preciput  or  reversion. 

6th.  That  the  spouses  shall  have  unequal  shares. 

7th.  That  there  shall  be  between  them  community  by  gen- 
eral title;  or,  in  other  words,  a  universal  community.' 

To  these  the  Code  Napoleon  prefixes  the  further  modifica- 
tion that  the  community  shall  only  embrace  purchases.^  As 
in  treating  of  the  subject  of  cotenancy  luider  the  common 
law,  we  shall  devote  no  space  to  the  consideration  of  modifi- 
cations of  the  law  efiected  by  agreements  entered  into  by  the 
parties,  we  shall  not  now  depart  from  our  plan  so  far  as  to 
give  any  further  attention  to  conventional  or  modified  com- 
munity, but  shall  appropriate  the  remainder  of  this  chapter 
to  the  legal  or  unmodified  community. ' 

§  126.  The  legal  eommunity  in  some  countries  ex- 
tended to  all  the  property  belonging  to  the  parties  at  or 
subsequent  to  the  marriage;  in  others,  it  embraced  only  the 
moveables  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  their  marriage,  and 
certain  acquisitions  made  afterwards.  Thus,  according  to  the 
law  of  Holland,  the  communio  honorum,  or  legal  community, 
was  either  universal  or  particular.  The  universal  included 
all  the  property  of  both  husband  and  wife  before  or  at  their 
marriage,  and  also  that  which  they  acquired  during  coverture. 
"Tlie  communio  parttcidaris  comprises  only  the  property 
which  is  acquired  by, them  during  the  coverture.  It  is  called 
cortimunio  qucestiiumy^  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Missouri,  Judge  Scott,  referring  to  rights  of 
property  created  while  that  State  was  a  Spanish  province, 
said :  ' '  By  the  Spanish  law,  which  prevailed  here  at  the  time 
of  this  marriage,  by  mere  operation  of  law,  without  any  stip- 
ulation or  agreement,  a  community  or  partnership  was  estab- 

'  Code  Lower  Canada,  sec.  1384.  -  Code  Napoleon,  sec.  1497. 

»  Burge  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  277. 
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lished  between  husband  and  wife  of  all  their  estate,  both  real 
and  personal."'  If  this  statement  be  correct,  then  the  law  in 
force  in  ]Missouri  mtist,  in  this  respect,  have  established  be- 
tween the  spouses  rights  similar  to  that  of  the  universal  com- 
munity' in  force  in  Holland.  But  the  position  of  Judge  Scott, 
imless  based  upon  some  special  law  or  custom  of  the  Province, 
does  not  seem  to  be  tenable.  According  to  Mr.  Burge :  ' '  The 
law  of  Spain  does  not  recognize  the  general  communio  bonorum 
which  prevailed  in  Holland,  but  admits  only  the  commumo 
qucestuum.  The  latter  is  constituted  between  the  husband 
and  wife  as  the  legal  and  necessary  effect  of  the  marriage. 
The  property  of  which  it  consists  is  termed  ganancial,  Bienes 
gananciales.'"'  According  to  the  above  quotation,  and  to  other 
reliable  authorities,  the  community,  according  to  the  laws  of 
Spain,  excluded  all  property  owned  by  the  spouses  prior  to 
theii'  marriage.^  Nor  did  it  embrace  everything  acquired 
during  the  existence  of  the  marital  relations;  but  only  those 
aequisitions  "which  were  attained  by  the  industry,  the  labor, 
or  the  negotiation  of  one  or  both  tie  parties;  those,  in  fact, 
which  arose  ex  questu,  or  by  onerous  title,  and  not  those  by 
lucrative  title,  such  as  legacy,  inheritance,  or  donation,  made 
separately  to  one  of  the  partners  in  matrimony.  These  last 
acquisitions  are  not  the  fruit  of  the  joint  or  several  labor  or 
diligence  of  the  parties,  but  arise  from  the  personal  merits 
of  the  donee. "^ 

^  127.  The  French  eominunity  embraced  more  than 
that  of  Spain,  but  less  than  that  of  Holland.     It  consisted: 

1st.  "Of  all  the  moveable  property  which  the  married 
parties  possessed  at  the  day  of  the  celebration  of  the  mar- 
riage, together  with  all  the  moveable  property  which  falls  to 
them  during  the  marriage  by  title  of  succession,  or  even  of 
donation,  if  the  donor  have  not  expressed  himself  to  the  con- 
trary'. 

2d.  "  Of  all  the  fruits,  revenues,  interests,  and  arrears,  of 
what  nature  soever  they  may  be,  fallen  due  or  received  dui'ing 
the  marriage,  and  arising  from  property  which  belonged  to 

'  Childress  v.  Cutter,  16  Mo.  41. 
- 1  Burgc  Col.  <fc  For.  Laws,  418. 
3  Scbmidt'8  Civil  Law  Spain  aud  Mexico,  12;  Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson,  20  Tex.  242. 
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the  married  persons  at  the  time  of  the  celebration,  or  from 
such  as  has  fallen  to  them  during  the  marriage,  by- any  title 
whatsoever. 

3d.  "Of  all  the  immoveables  which  are  acquired  during 
marriage."^ 

^  128.  In  California,  all  property  owned  by  either  hus- 
band or  wife  before  marriage,  and  that ' '  acquired  afterwards, 
by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  with  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  thereof,"  is  separate  property;'*  and  "all  other 
property  acquired  after  marriage  by  either  husband  or  wife, 
or  both,  is  community  property."^  "  Community  property  is 
property  acquired  by  husband  and  wife,  or  either,  during 
marriage,  when  not  acquired  as  the  separate  property  of 
either."^  "The  earnings  and  accumulations  of  the  wife,  and 
of  her  minor  children  living  with  her  or  in  her  custody,  while 
she  is  living  separate  from  her  husband,  are  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife."'' 

g  129.      The   laws   of  Arizona,  Idaho,    and    Nevada,^ 

^  Code  Napoleon,  sec.  1401;  Civil  Code,  Lower  Canada,  sec.  1272.  "^ 

■^  Civil  Code,  sees.  162-3.        ^  Ibid,  sec.  164.        *  Ibid,  sec.  687.        *  Ibid,  sec.  169. 

•>  "All  property,  both  real  and  personal,  of  the  wife,  owned  by  her  before  her  mar- 
riage, and  that  acquired  afterwards  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  shall  be  her 
separate  property;  and  all  property,  both  real  and  personal,  owned  by  the  husband 
before  marriage,  and  that  acquired  by  him  afterwards  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  de- 
scent, shall  be  his  separate  property. 

"All  property  acquu-ed  after  the  marriage,  by  either  husband  or  wife,  except  such 
property  as  may  be  acquired  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  shall  be  common 
property."  (Comp.  Laws  of  Arizona,  ed.  of  1871,  p.  306,  sees.  1  and  2;  Laws  of 
Idaho,  Session  1866-7,  p.  65,  sees.  1  and  2.)  Sees.  1  and  2  of  the  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture of  Nevada,  defining  the  rights  of  husband  and  wife,  are  as  follows: 

Sec.  1.  "All  property  of  the  wife,  owned  by  her  before  marriage,  and  that  acquired 
by  her  afterwards  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  with  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  is  her  separate  property;  and  all  property  of  the  husband,  owned  by 
him  before  marriage,  and  that  acquired  by  him  afterwards  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or 
descent,  with  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  is  his  separate  property. 

Sec.  2.  "All  other  property  acquired  after  marriage,  by  either  husband  or  wife,  or 
both,  except  as  provided  in  sections  fourteen  and  fifteen  of  this  act,  is  community 
property."  (Comp.  Laws,  Nev.,  p.  56,  sees.  151-2.)  Sections  fourteen  and  fifteen  of 
the  same  act  are  as  follows: 

Sec.  14.  "  The  earnings  and  accumulations  of  the  wife,  and  of  her  minor  children 
living  with  her  or  in  her  custody,  while  she  is  living  separate  from  her  husband,  are 
the  separate  property  of  the  wife. 

Sec.  15.  "  When  the  husband  has  allowed  the  wife  to  appropriate  to  her  own  use 
her  earnings,  the  same,  with  the  issues  and  profits  thereof,  is  deemed  a  gift  from  him 
to  her,  and  is,  with  such  issues  and  profits,  her  separate  property."  (lb.  p.  58,  sees. 
164-5.) 
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establishing  the  property  relations  of  the  spouses,  are  in 
several  respects  identical,  both  in  form  and  substance,  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California,  quoted  in  the 
preceding  section. 

§  130.  In  Louisiana,  by  section  2371  of  the  Civil  Code, 
the  "partnership  or  community  consists  of  the  profits  of  all 
the  effects  of  which  the  husband  has  the  administration  and 
enjoyment,  either  of  right  or  in  fact,  of  the  produce  of  the 
reciprocal  industry  and  labor  of  both  husband  and  wife,  and 
of  the  estates  which  they  may  acquire  during  the  marriage, 
either  by  donation  made  jointly  to  them  both,  or  by  purchase, 
or  in  any  other  similar  way,  even  although  the  purchase  be 
only  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  two  and  not  of  both,  because 
in  that  case  the  period  of  time  when  the  purchase  is  made  is 
alone  attended  to,  and  not  the  person  who  made  the  pur- 
chase." 

g  131.  In  Texas,  "All  the  effects  which  both  husband  and 
wife  reciprocally  possess  at  the  time  the  marriage  may  be  dis- 
solved, shall  be  regarded  as  common  effects  or  gains,  unless 
the  contrary  be  satisfactorily  proved. " '  '  'ALL  j^roperty,  both 
real  and  personal,  of  the  husband,  o^vned  or  claimed  by  him 
before  marriage,  and  that  acquired  afterwards  by  gift,  devise, 
or  descent,  as  also  the  increase  of  lands  or  slaves  thus  ac- 
quired, shall  be  his  separate  property.  All  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  of  the  wife,  owned  or  claimed  bj  her  before 
marriage,  and  that  acquired  by  gift,  devise,  or  descent,  as 
also  the  increase  of  all  lauds  thus  acquired,  shall  be  the  sep- 
arate property  of  the  wife."^  '  'All  property  acquired  by  either 
husband  or  wife  during  the  marriage,  except  that  which  is 
acquired  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  preceding  section,  is 
common  property."" 

^  132.  The  domicil  of  the  husband  and  wife,  at  the 
period  of  their  marriage,  may  be  considered  as  affecting  the 
question  whether  property  acquired  in  or  removed  to  some 
other  State  than  that  in  which  the  marriage  was  celebrated, 
is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  or  of  the 

'  Paachal's Tex.  Dig.  Art.  4C38.  '■'  lb.  Art.  4C41.  '  lb.  Ait.  40 12. 
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iuitual  domicil.    Foreigu  jurists  have  never  been  able  to  agree 
as  to  whether  the  rights  of  the  spouses  are  controlled  by  the 
law  of  the  matrimonial  domicil,  or  are  subject  to  the  laws  of 
the  State  or  nation  in  which  the  spouses  may,  from  time  to 
time,  choose  to  take  up  their  residence.'     The  American  ad- 
judications on  this  subject  are  nearly  all  embraced  in  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Courts  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.     By  these 
decisions,  the  rights  of  spouses  migrating  to  that  State  are 
governed,  as  to  all  subsequent  acquisitions,  by  the  laws  of 
Louisiana,^  and  as  to  all  prior  acquisitions  by  the  law  of  the 
country  in  which  such  acquisitions  were  realized.^     Parties 
marrying  with  the  intention  of  removing  to  another  State,  are 
supposed  to  have  designed  that  their  marital  rights  should  be 
subject  to  the  laws  of  such  State.     Therefore,  persons  who 
at  their  marriage  intend  going  to  Louisiana  to  reside,  are 
there  treated  as  subject  to  the  law  of  community."    The  dom- 
icil of  the  husband  is  also  the  domicil  of  the  wife.    If  he  take 
up  his  domicil  in  a  State,  she  thereby  acquires  a  domicil  in 
the  same  State.*    The  fact  that  the  wife  lives  in  another  State, 
does  not  divest  her  of  her  interest  in  the  community."^     The 
general  tendency  of  the  American  decisions,  and  the  expressed 
preferences  of  American  jurists,  are   in  favor  of   declaring 
"the  law  of  community  to  be  a  real  law,  and  not  a  personal 
law,"  and  therefore  that  "it  ought  to  regulate  all  things  which 
are  situate  within  the  limits  of  the  country  wherein  it  is  in 
force,  but  not  elsewhere.""     "Hence,  if  persons,  who  are 

1  story  Conf.  Laws,  sees.  166-176;  Wharton  Conf.  Laws,  193-8. 
•^  Saul  V.  His  Creditors,  7  Mart.  593;  Gale  v.  Davis,  i  Mart.  645;  Le  Breton  t'.Nou- 
chet,  3  Mart.  60.  Li  Lower  Canada,  the  rule  is  different.  If  parties  married  where 
the  law  of  community  did  not  prevail,  afterwards  acquu-e  a  domicil  in  Lower  Canada, 
their  subsequent  acquisitions  are  not  subject  to  the  law  of  community— (Rogers  v 
Rogers,  3  Lower  Canada  Jur.  64)— and  if  married  in  Lower  Canada,  they  are  treated 
as  still  subject  to  the  law  of  community,  though  they  have  acquired  a  domicil  else- 
where. (Laviolette  v.  Martin,  11  L.  C.  R.  254.)  But  where  parties  domiciled  in 
Lower  Canada  were  married  elsewhere,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proof 
to  the  contrary,  that  the  matrimonial  rights  of  the  parties  at  the  place  of  their  mar- 
riage were  the  same  as  the  rights  of  parties  married  in  Lower  Canada.  (Brodie  v. 
Cowan,  L.  C.  Jur.  96.) 

^  Allen  V.  Allen,  6  Rob.  La.  104;  Routh  v.  Her  Husband,  9  lb.  224;  Ford  v.  Ford, 
2  Mart.  N.  S.  574;  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  2  La.  An.  774;  Walker  v.  Durerger,  4  lb.  569. 
The  same  rule  is  applied  in  Texas.    The  State  v.  Barrow,  14  Tex.  179. 

■•  Kashaw  v.  Eashaw,  3  Cal.  322. 

5  McKenna's  Succession,  23  La.  An.  369;  Moore  v.  Thibodeaux,  4  La.  An.  74. 

«  Story's  Conf.  Laws,  sec.  174;  Succession  of  Melissa  Robinson,  23  La.  An.  174. 
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married  in  Louisiana,  where  the  law  of  community  exists, 
own  immoveable  property  in  Massachusetts,  where  such  com- 
munity is  unknown,  iipon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife 
would  take  her  dower  only  in  the  immoveable  property  of  her- 
husband,  and  the  husband,  upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  would 
take,  as  tenant  by  curtesy,  only  in  the  immoveable  property 
of  his  wife."* 

§  133.  Lands  given  by  the  sovereign  to  either  of  the 
spouses,  during  coverture,  formed,  according  to  the  laws  of 
Spain,  the  separate  property  of  the  one  in  whose  name  the 
gift  was  made,  except  when  the  gift  was  in  consideration  of 
military  services  rendered  by  the  husband,  without  pay,  and 
while  he  was  supported  out  of  community  assets.-  This  law 
has  been  held  to  be  applicable  to  a  donation  made  by  the 
United  States  government  to  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  while  the 
laws  of  Spain  were  still  in  force  in  that  State. ^  The  chief 
test  for  determining  whether  property  acquired  by  either  hus- 
band or  wife  during  the  marriage  was  commxmity  assets,  under 
the  laws  of  Spain,  was  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  acquired 
by  onerous  title.  If  so  acquired,  it  belonged  to  the  com- 
munity. '  'An  onerous  title  is  defined  to  be  that  by  w^hich  we 
acquire  anything,  paying  its  value  in  money,  or  in  any  other 
thing,  or  in  sendees,  or  by  means  of  certain  charges  and  con- 
ditions to  which  we  are  subjected."^  The  grants  of  land 
made  to  married  men  in  Texas,  under  the  colonization  law 
of  1823,  and  also  lands  acquired  by  husbands,  as  heads  of 
families,  imder  the  act  of  January  4,  1839,  have  been  treated 
in  that  State  as  acquisitions  by  onerous  title,  and  as  being, 
on  that  account,  exempt  from  the  general  rule  that  grants 
from  the  sovereign  are  the  separate  estate  of  the  grantee.* 
The  decisions  in  Texas  are  based  upon  the  theoiy  that  as  the 
gift  from  the  government  was  made  upon  certain  conditions 
■with  which  compliance  was  necessary,  and  as  certain  fees  were 

'  Story's  Confl.  Laws,  sec.  45-1. 

-  Wilkinson  v.  Am.  Iron  Mountain  Co.  20  Mo.  128;  Frique  v.  Hopldns,  4  Mart.  N.  S, 
212;  Eouquicr  v.  Rouquicr,  r>  Mart.  N.  S.  t)8;  G.\vosa  c.  Garcia,  1  Mart.  N.  S.  334. 
•'  Hughey  v.  Barrow,  4  La.  An.  250. 
*  Yates  1'.  Houston,  3  Tox.  453;  Noe  v.  Card,  14  Cal.  596. 
i  Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson,  20  Tex.  242;  Yates  v.  Houston,  3  Tex.  453. 
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required  to  be  paid  to  certain  officers  of  the  government,  the 
acquisitions  were  by  onerous  and  not  by  lucrative  title.  The 
judicial  tribunals  of  California  dissent  from  those  of  Texas 
upon  this  subject.  A  Justice  of  the  Peace,  under  the  Mexi- 
can government,  granted  a  lot  in  the  present  city  of  San 
Francisco  to  one  Noe,  subject  to  the  conditions  that,  within 
one  year,  the  lot  should  be  fenced  and  have  a  house  built 
thereon,  and  certain  municipal  fees  established  by  law  paid. 
In  regard  to  these  conditions,  the  Court,  by  Chief  Justice 
Field,  said:  "At  the  civil  law,  as  at  the  common  law,  dona- 
tions may  be  accompanied  with  conditions,  the  performance 
of  which  may  be  required  for  the  possession  or  enjoyment  of 
the  property  donated.  When  the  donation  is  solicited  for 
specific  purposes,  it  may  be  accompanied  with  conditions 
limiting  the  property  to  such  purposes  without  changing  the 
character  of  the  act,  even  when  the  conditions  impose  the 
discharge  of  expensive  and  burdensome  duties.  Thus,  if  one 
should  solicit  a  gift  of  land  in  order  that  he  might  construct 
a  church  or  college  thereon,  and  the  land  should  be  granted 
on  condition  that  such  church  or  college  should  be  erected, 
the  gift  would  be  none  the  less  a  donation  for  the  presence  of 
the  condition.  *  *  -  The  premises  were  not,  therefore,  the 
less  gratuitously  given  or  the  less  valuable  to  him,  because 
granted  subject  to  the  condition  of  their  appropriation  to  that 
end.  The  house  and  fence  were  to  be  built  for  the  benefit  of 
the  donee,  and  not  for  the  government.  There  was,  therefore, 
no  consideration  in  the  performance  of  these  acts,  moving  to 
the  government,  which  can  be  regarded  in  the  nature  of  a 
price,  which  is  essential  in  all  contracts  of  sale.  The  condi- 
tion requiring  the  consti'uction  of  house  within  a  year  was 
very  generally  annexed  to  grants  made  under  the  Mexican 
government  in  California,  whether  the  grant  embraced  a  city 
lot  or  leagues  of  land.  The  performance  of  the  condition 
was  exacted  in  furtherance  of  the  general  policy  of  the  Ke- 
public  to  induce  settlements,  and  not  as  a  price  to  the  gov- 
ernment upon  any  notions  of  sale."  The  Court  were  also  of 
the  opinion  that  the  fees  required  to  be  paid  ' '  were  altogether 
incidental  to  the  grant,  and  formed  no  part  of  its  considera- 
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tion/'  and  that  the  title  to  the  lot  vested  in  Noe',  as  his  sep- 
arate estate.^ 

§  134.      Property  purchased  before  inarriage  remains 

the  separate  property  of  the  spouse  by  whom  it  was  so  pur- 
chased, though  the  conveyance  was  not  made  until  after  the 
celebration  of  the  marriage.  If  the  purchase  be  made  be- 
fore marriage,  and  money  be  thereafter  drawn  from  the  com- 
munity funds  to  complete  the  payment,  the  property  is  never- 
theless, in  Louisiana,  considered  as  separate  propeiiy,  but 
the  funds  so  di-awn  are  a  charge  in  favor  of  the  community 
and  against  the  spouse  for  whose  benefit  they  have  been  ap- 
propriated.^ 

g  135.     Rights  of  property  acquired  during  coverture 

are  not  divested  from  the  community  by  the  death  of  either 
member  thereof,  before  the  acquisition  of  a  perfect  legal  title. 
In  Texas,  C  and  his  wife,  in  1846,  settled  a  tract  of  land,  and 
continued  to  occupy  the  same  until  her  death  in  1848.  After 
her  death,  her  husband,  continuing  on  the  land,  received,  in 
1850,  from  the  commissioner  acting  for  the  State,  a  certifi- 
cate, as  a  married  man,  for  six  hundred  and  forty  acres  of 
land.  The  claim  was  made  before  the  commissioner  after 
the  death  of  the  wife,  but  was  based  upon  settlement  per- 
fected in  her  lifetime,  and  allowed  accordingly.  In  a  contest 
between  the  husband,  claiming  the  lands  as  his  separate 
estate,  and  the  children,  claiming  as  heirs  of  their  mother, 
the  Court  thought  that  there  could  "be  no  question  that  the 
land  was  the  community  property  of  C  and  his  wife,  or,  to 
speak  more  accurately,  that  C  and  his  wife  acquired  such  in- 
choate right,  by  their  settlement  and  occupation  of  the  laud, 
as  entitled  the  surviving  husband  to  have  the  certificate  issue 
to  him,  and  that,  when  the  land  was  secured  by  the  certificate 
issued  by  Ward,  commissioner,  and  the  subsequent  survey, 
the  title  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased 
wife."*     The  principles  here  applied  to  title  acquired  by  oc- 

I  No6  V.  Card,  14  Oal.  595.    Seo  also  Wilson  v.  Castro,  31  Cal.  420;  Scott  v.  Ward, 
13  Cal.  468;  Fuller  v.  Ferguson,  26  Cal.  546. 
'^  LawKon  v.  Ripley,  17  La.  251. 
•*  Cannon  v.  Murphy,  31  Tex.  407. 
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cupation  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  are  equally  applicable 
where  property  has  been  purchased  by  the  husband  during 
coverture,  and  the  conveyance,  in  pursuance  of  such  pur- 
chase, is  made  subsequent  to  the  death  of  his  wife.^  The 
rights  of  the  wife's  heirs  can  only  be  enforced  against  the 
husband,  or  against  some  one  claiming  under  him,  with 
notice  that  he  held  the  title  in  trust  for  the  community.  ^ 

I  136.     A  gift  in  the  name  of  both  husband  and  -wife 

may  be  shown  to  have  been  intended  for  her  sole  benefit. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  in  considering  a  case  involving 
this  question,  reasoned  as  follows:  "The  evidence  shows  that 
the  donor  intended  the  husband  to  act  as  trustee.  Had  the 
gift  been  to  the  husband  alone,  it  might  have  been  shown  by 
parol  evidence  that  the  gift  was  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the 
wife.  It  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that  the  creation  of 
trusts  by  parol,  and  the  proof  of  them  by  parol  evidence,  has 
not  been  prohibited  by  the  statutes  of  this  State;  and  if  a 
trast  for  the  wife,  by  parol,  could  be  fastened  upon  a  separate 
gift  to  the  husband,  much  more  naturally  and  reasonably 
would  it  attach  to  a  joint  gift  to  the  husband  and  wife.  We 
conclude  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the 
gift,  though  joint  to  husband  and  wife  on  the  face  of  the  deed, 
was  intended  and  should  operate  only  as  gift  to  the  wife."^ 

§  137.  Lands  purchased  with  the  separate  property  of 
the  wife,  but  conveyed  to  the  husband,  are  nevertheless,  in 
California,  as  between  the  husband  and  wife,  her  separate 
property.*  Whether  the  decisions  declaring  such  property  to 
be  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  are  to  be  understood  as 
meaning  that  she  is  invested  with  the  legal  title,  does  not 
clearly  appear.  It  is  far  more  probable  that,  upon  this  pre- 
cise question  being  presented,  the  Court  would  hold  that  the 
husband  held  the  legal  estate  in  trust  for  his  wife.  This 
seems  to  be  the  view  of  the  matter  sustained  by  the  adjudi- 
cations upon  this  subject  in  Texas. '^  But  in  Louisiana,  if 
property  be  purchased  in  the  name  of  the  husband,  but  paid 

'  Morris  v.  Covington,  2  La.  An.  259.  -  Sexton  v.  McGill,  2  La.  An.  190. 

■'  Dunham  v.  Chatham.  21  Tex.  247.        ■•  Rich  v.  Tiibbs,  41  Cal.  34. 

^  Dunham  v.  Chatham.  21  Tex.  247. 


195  COMMUNITY    PROPERTY.  §§  138-39 

for  out  of  the  separate  estate  of  tlie  wife,  it  becomes  assets  of 
the  community,  but  the  i^rice  given  constitutes  a  legal  charge 
in  favor  of  the  wife  against  the  community.^  "The  husband, 
employing  a  fund  belonging  to  the  wife,  in  the  purchase  of 
property  in  his  own  name,  without  her  consent,  becomes  the 
owner  as  head  of  the  community,  and  owes  to  his  wife  the 
amount  thus  employed."-  In  all  cases,  in  Louisiana,  where 
it  shall  be  x^roved  that  the  husband  has  received  the  amount 
of  any  paraphernal  property  alienated  by  the  wife,  or  has 
"other-snse  disposed  of  the  same  for  his  individual  interest, 
the  wife  shall  have  a  legal  mortgage  on  all  the  property  of 
her  husband  for  the  reimbursing  of  the  same."'' 

^  138.     The   improvements   made   upon  the    separate 

estate  of  either  of  the  spouses,  during  the  marriage,  were, 
like  other  property  acquired  during  coverture,  assets  of  the 
community,  unless  paid  for  out  of  separate  funds,  or  pro- 
cured otherwise  than  by  onerous  title.  But  where  the  im- 
provements were  fixtures  attached  to  the  soil,  and  could  not, 
in  the  nature  of  things,  be  divisible  in  specie,  the  community 
estate  was  reimbursed  for  their  cost  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  the  spouse  upon  whose  property  the  improvements  had 
been  constructed.* 

§  139.  In  Texas,  crops  grown  upon  the  separate  land  of 
the  wife,  and  cultivated  by  her  slaves,  are  nevertheless  com- 
munity property.  The  statute  allows  her  to  retain  the  in- 
crease of  her  lands  as  her  separate  estate.  The  Supreme 
Court  conceded  that  the  terms  "  increase  of  lands"  were  suffi- 
cient to  include  crops  raised  thereon;  but  thought  that  to 
allow  the  Avords  to  have  this  meaning  "  would  lead  to  results 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  recognized  principles  of  law 
upon  which  the  system  of  community  is  based."  ■^'  ^'  '^' 
"The  principle,"  said  the  Court,  "which  lies  at  the  founda- 
tion of  the  whole  system  of  community  property  is,  that  what- 
ever is  acquired  by  the  joint  efforts  of  the  husband  and  wife 

'  Browu  V.  Cobb,  10  La.  181;  Lo  Blanc  r.  Lo  Blanc,  20  La.  An.  207. 
'^  Comeau  v.  Fontenot,  19  La.  407. 
■'  Civil  Code  La.  Art.  2307. 

«  Rico  V.  Rice,  21  Tex.  60;  Fiiiiuc  v.  Hopluus,  4  Mart.  N.  S.  220;  Doiuiiijjucz  v.  Loe, 
17  La.  300;  Hughev  v.  Barrow.  4  La.  An.  249;  Noc'  r.  Oartl,  14  Cal.  595. 
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shall  be  their  common  property.  It  is  true,  that  in  a  particu- 
lar case,  satisfactory  proof  might  be  made  that  the  wife  con- 
tributed nothing  to  the  acquisitions;  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  the  acquisitions  of  property  were  owing  wholly  to  the 
wife's  industry.  But  from  the  very  nature  of  the  marriage 
relation,  the  law  cannot  permit  inquiries  into  such  matters. 
The  law  therefore  conclusively  presumes  that  whatever  is 
acquired,  except  by  gift,  devise,  or  descent,  or  by  the  ex- 
change of  one  kind  of  property  for  another  kind,  is  acquired 
by  their  mutual  industry.  If  a  crop  is  made  by  the  labor  of 
the  wife's  slaves  on  the  wife's  land,  it  is  community  property, 
because  the  law  presumes  that  the  husband's  skill  or  care 
contributed  to  its  production;  or,  that  he,  in  some  other  way, 
contributed  to  the  common  acquisitions."^ 

§  140.  "The  increase  of  slaves  and  animals,  by  the 
early  laws  of  Spain,  belonged  to  the  spouse  who  brought 
them  into  marriage.  By  the  later  statutes,  however,  and  the 
modern  jurisprudence  of  that  country,  the  produce  of  these 
things  are  considered  to  result  as  much  from  the  care  and 
solicitude  of  the  possessors  as  from  nature;  and  that,  as 
such,  they  form  a  part  of  the  gains  which  are  to  be  divided 
between  the  husband  and  wife."^  In  Texas,  the  children  of 
a  slave  were  held  to  be  the  property  of  the  spouse  to  whom 
the  mother  belonged;"  but  the  increase  of  all  other  animals 
owned  by  either  spouse,  was  deemed  to  be  community  prop- 
.  erty.*  In  California,  a  man,  engaged  in  the  business  of  deal- 
ing in  live  stock,  had  accumulated,  at  the  time  of  his  mar- 
riage, about  twenty  thousand  doUars  worth  of  property, 
consisting  of  horses,  cattle,  and  some  money.  After  the 
marriage,  he  continued  in  business  as  before,  for  about  five 
years,  when  he  died,  leaving  an  estate  of  the  value  of  about 
forty  thousand  dollars,  and  composed  of  four  thousand  dol- 
lars worth  of  the  stock  possessed  at  his  marriage,  and  of  the 
increase  of  such  stock,  together  with  other  stock  bought  with 
the  proceeds  of  sales  of  the  original  stock.     The  Court  held 

'  De  Blane  v.  LjTich,  23  Tex.  28;  Forljes  v.  Dunham,  24  Tex.  611. 
^  Ducrest  v.  Bijeau,  8  Mart.  N.  S.  198;  Bonner  v.  Gill,  5  La.  An.  630. 
a  Cartwright  v.  Cartwrigbt,  18  Tex.  629. 
*  Howard  v.  York,  20  Tex.  670;  Bateman  v.  Bateman,  25  Tex.  270. 
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' '  that  as  the  deceased  was  engaged  iu  no  other  business,  the 
profits,  or  common  property,  were  made  up  and  constituted 
by  the  difference  between  the  original  value  of  the  capital 
and  the  value  of  the  property  held  at  the  time  of  the  death, 
less  the  community'  debts.  "^ 

§  141.     Rents,  Produce,  and  Profits  in  California. — By 

section  fourteen  of  article  eleven  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
State  of  California,  "All  property,  both  real  and  personal,  of 
the  wife,  owned  or  claimed  by  her  before  marriage,  and  that 
acquired  afterwards  by  gift,  devise,  or  descent,  shall  be  her 
separate  property.''  The  Legislature,  subsequently  to  the 
adoption  of  this  Constitution,  enacted  that  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  separate  estate  of  either  husband  or  wife  should 
be  deemed  common  property,  except  in  certain  cases  specified 
in  the  act.  The  Supreme  Court  declared  this  act  unconstitu- 
tional and  void,  so  far  as  it  operated  upon  the  separate  estate 
of  the  wife.  The  terms  separate  property,  according  to  the 
views  of  the  Court,  included  not  merely  the  legal  title,  but 
also  the  right  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  property.  "It 
is  not  perceived,"  said  the  Court,  "  that  property  can  be  in 
one,  in  full  and  separate  ownership,  with  a  right  in  another 
to  control  it,  and  enjoy  all  its  benefits.  The  sole  value  of 
property  is  in  its  use :  to  dissociate  the  right  of  property  from 
the  use  in  this  class  of  cases,  would  be  to  preserve  the  name — 
the  mere  shadow— and  destroy  the  thing  itself,  the  substance. '"' 
The  same  Court  subsequently  applied  what  it  deemed  the  log- 
ical conclusions  resulting  from  the  decision  above  referred 
to,  in  a  case  where  the  husband  had  ostensibly  carried  on  the 
business  of  farming  lands  belonging  to  his  wife.  The  hus- 
band and  wife  resided  on  these  lands.  He  had  raised  a  crop 
of  wheat,  which  was  attached  on  a  writ  issued  against  him. 
Whereupon  the  wife  sued  the  attaching  officer  for  damages 
occasioned  by  his  levy;  and  the  officer  claimed  that  the  hus- 
band had,  from  the  circumstances  of  its  production,  some 
interest  in  the  crop.  The  wife's  claim  was  sustained,  because 
"all  property  which  can  be  shown  to  belong  to  the  separate 

'  Lewis  V.  Lewis,  18  Cul.  Go9. 

"  George  v.  RanHom,  15  Cal.  323;  Speor  v.  Ward,  20  Cal.  C74. 
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estate  of  the  wife,  by  satisfactory  testimony,  whether  the  same 
be  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  and  all  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  whether  the  same  be  the  fruit  of  trade  and 
commerce,  of  loans  and  investments,  or  the  spontaneous  pro- 
duction of  the  soil,  or  wrested  from  it  by  the  hand  of  in- 
dustry, is,  under  the  Constitution,  sacred  to  the  use  and  en- 
joyment of  the  wife.  -^^  *  *  The  husband  cannot,  by  any 
independent  act  of  his,  acquire  an  interest  in  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife.  It  is  even  doubtful  whether  the  Legisla- 
ture can  confer  upon  him,  against  her  consent,  a  dominion 
over  her  property  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  management 
or  control.  However  that  may  be,  it  cannot  go  beyond  that 
point.  That  the  husband  cannot,  by  his  management,  super- 
vision, or  labor,  acquire  any  interest  in  the  estate  itseK,  is 
conceded;  and  by  parity  of  reasoning,  he  cannot  acquire  any 
interest  in  the  increase,  for  that  is  hers  also,  and  upon  the 
same  terms — the  latter  being  a  corollary  of  the  former  pro- 
position."' 

^  142.  Mixed  Title. — A  tract  of  land  may  be  owned 
partly  by  one  of  the  spouses  as  his  or  her  separate  estate, 
and  partly  by  the  community.  If  a  purchase  be  made  in  the 
name  of  the  wife,  and  part  only  of  the  price  be  paid  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  she  acquires  ' '  a  separate  interest  in  the 
land  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase  price  paid 
for  out  of  her  separate  property;  and  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase, not  paid  for  with  the  separate  means  of  the  wife,  is 
community  property. 


"2 


PRESUMPTION  THAT  PROPERTY  IS  COMMUNITY. 

§  143.  The  presumption  of  law  in  regard  to  all  property- 
acquired  by  or  in  the  name  of  either  husband  or  wife  during 
the  continuance  of  the  marital  relations,  is  that  it  is  community 
property.  This  presumption,  as  we  shall  hereafter  show,  is 
not  conclusive.  But  it  must  first  be  removed  by  satisfactory 
evidence  before  any  of  the  acquisitions  of  the  spouses,  vest- 
ing in  them,  or  either  of  them,  subsequently  to  the  marriage,^ 

'  Lewis  V.  Johns.  24  Cal.  102. 

-  Claiborne  v.  Tanner,  18  Tex.  72;  Love  v   Robertson,  7  Tex.  6. 
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can  be  treated  as  separate  property.     So  if  tlie  date  of  the 
acquisition  be  so  uncertain  that  it  cannot  be  clearly  ascer- 
tained whether  it  belongs  to  the  community  or  not,  all  doubts 
\\'ill  be  determined  against  those  asserting  the  existence  of  a 
separate  estate.     There  may  also  be  a  doubt  whether  the 
community  existing  between  the  spouses  was  legal  or  conven- 
tional,    xlnd  here  the  burden  of  proof   is  upon  those  who 
seek  to  have  the  community  treated  as  conventional.     If  the 
wife  admits  the  existence  of  an  antenuptial  agi-eement,  affect- 
ing her  marital  relations  in  regard  to  property,  still  she  is  not 
bound  to  keep  possession  of  the  agreement  and  produce  it 
whenever  a  contest  may  arise  between  herself  and  the  heii's 
of  her  husband.     "A  wife  seldom  takes  the  precaution  of  pre- 
ser^dng  a  copy  of  her  marriage  contract.     It  is  deposited  with 
the  notary  for  the  benefit  of  ever^^  person  interested  therein ; 
and  when  she  places  her  person  and  property  in  the  power  of 
a  man,  a  woman  seldom  keeps  her  papers  from  him.    The  law 
rendering  the  wife,  by  the  marriage  alone,  a  sharer  of  the  prop- 
erty acquired  by  the  husband,  if  this  advantage  was  renounced 
by  the  marriage  contract,  or  if  any  other  change  was  made  in 
the  provisions  of  the  law,  he  ought  to  produce  the  contract."' 
It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  principle  of  law,  applicable 
at  least  in  every  part  of  North  America  where  the  comrimnio 
honorum  has  been  adopted  in  any  form  or  to  any  extent,  that 
all  property  held  by  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of   them, 
or  standing  in  the  names  of  both,  or  in  the  name  of  either, 
is  presumed  to  belong  to  the  community,  imtil  the  contrary  is 
shown.  ^    This  presumption,  according  to  some  of  the  author- 
ities, may  be  more  easily  overcome  when  a  deed  is  taken  in 
the  name  of  the  wife,  than  when  one  is  taken  in  the  name  of 
the  husband,  because  it  is  much  more  unusual  for  conveyances 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  to  be  made  to  the 

-  Bnineau  v.  Bruncau's  Heirs, !)  Mart.  219. 

'^  City  Ins.  Co.  v.  Steamboat  Lizzio  Simmons,  1!)  La.  An.  240;  Bouligiiy  v.  Fortier, 
16  La.  An.  213;  Block  v.  Melville,  22  La.  An.  147;  Sulstrang  r.  Belts,  24  La.  An.  295; 
Huston  u.  Curl,  8 Tex.  242;  Love  v.  Robertson,  7  Tex.  11;  Higgins  r.  Johnson,  20 
Tex.  394;  Barbour  v.  FaircLild,  C  Lower  Canada  Rep.  113;  Succession  of  Wado,  21 
La.  An.  345;  Chapman  v.  Alden,  15  Tex.  278;  Smith  v.  Smith,  12  Cal.  224;  Ford  v. 
Ford,  1  La.  Rep.  20G;  Smalley  i-.  Lawrence,  9  Rob.  La.  214;  Fisher  r.  Cfordy,  2  La. 
An.  763;  Scott  v.  Ward,  13  Cal.  470;  Mitchell  v.  Marr.  20  Tex.  ;131;  Cooke  r.  Bremond, 
27  Tex.  457;  Provost  v.  Delahonssaye,  5  La.  .\n.  filO. 
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former tlian  to  tlie  latter.  ' '  This  invariable  presumption,  wliicli 
attends  the  possession  of  property  by  either  spouse  during 
the  existence  of  the  community,  can  only  be  overcome  by 
clear  and  certain  proof  that  it  was  owned  by  the  claimant 
before  marriage,  or  acquired  afterwards,  in  one  of  the  par- 
ticular ways  specified  in  the  statute,  or  that  it  is  property 
taken  in  exchange  for,  or  in  the  investment,  or  as  the  price  of, 
orioinal  property  so  owned  or  acquired.  The  burden  of  proof 
must  rest  with  the  claimant  of  the  separate  estate.  Any  other 
rule  would  lead  to  infinite  embarrassment,  confusion,  and 
fraud.  In  vain  would  creditors  or  purchasers  attempt  to  show 
that  the  particular  property  seized  or  bought  was  not  owned 
by  the  claimant  before  marriage,  and  was  not  acquired  by 
gift,  bequest,  debase,  or  descent,  or  was  not  such  property 
under  a  new  form  consequent  upon  some  exchange,  sale,  or 
investment.  In  vain  would  they  essay  to  trace,  through  its 
various  changes,  the  disposition  of  any  separate  estate  of  the 
wife,  so  as  to  exclude  any  blending  of  it  with  the  particular 
propert}'  which  might  be  the  subject  of  consideration."^ 
When  the  mfe  alleges  that  property  levied  upon  as  com- 
munity assets  is  her  separate  estate,  because  it  was  acquired 
after  the  dissolution  of  the  community  of  property,  or  after  a 
judgment  of  separation  of  propeiiy  between  herseK  and  her 
husband,  the  presumption  that  it  is  common  property  must  be 
rebutted  by  her,  and  if  the  judgment  of  separation  of  prop- 
erty be  attacked  by  the  creditor  on  that  ground,  she  must  shoAV 
affirmatively  its  reality  and  good  faith.- 

I  144.     A  deed  taken   in  the  name  of  the  wife  was 

referred  to  in  the  preceding  section;  and  the  statement  was 
there  made  that,  according  to  some  of  the  authorities,  such  a 
conveyance  did  not  create  so  strong  a  presumption  that  the 
property  thereby  acquired  became  community,  as  though  the 
deed  were  taken  in  the  name  of  the  husband.  In  one  of  the 
authorities  thus  referred  to,  this  question  is  discussed  and 
determined  as  follows : 

"A  deed  of  purchase,  taken  in  the  name  of  the  husband  or 

'  Meyer  u.  K.inser,  12  Cal.  253. 

^  Webb  V.  Peet,  7  La.  An.  92;  Harden  v.  Nutt,  4  La.  An.  66;  Dennistoun  v.  Nutt.  2 
La.  An.  483. 
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the  wife,  has  a  twofold  aspect  or  character.  It  may  be  a  con- 
veyance of  separate,  or  it  may  be  a  conveyance  of  common 
property,  though  as  a  general  rule  the  purchase  belongs  to 
the  community;  and  therefore  arises  the  presumption,  that 
though  the  deed,  upon  its  face,  conveys  a  separate  right  to 
the  husband  or  wife,  yet  the  conveyance  is  in  fact  for  the 
benefit  of  the  community.  The  presumption  that  the  deed 
to  the  husband  is  a  conveyance  to  the  community  is,  under 
ordinary  circumstances,  much  more  strong  than  when  the 
deed  is  to  the  wife.  The  husband  has  the  active  dominion 
and  control  over  the  common  property.  He  can  alienate,  ex- 
change, or  dispose  of  it,  without  the  consent  of  his  partner 
in  matrimony;  and  his  acts,  if  not  done  with  a  fraudulent  in- 
tent to  her  injury,  will  be  good.  He  sells  and  purchases  in 
his  own  name.  Conveyances  are  rarely  taken  by  the  husband 
in  the  joint  name  of  himself  and  wife,  or  in  her  name  alone; 
and  therefore,  when  made  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  by  the 
direction  of  the  husband,  the  presumption  that  the  property 
belongs  to  the  common  gains  has  not  the  force  attached  to  it 
when  arising  upon  a  deed  to  the  husband  in  his  own  name."' 
The  language  here  employed  clearly  indicates  that  the  pre- 
sumption that  a  conveyance  to  one  of  the  spouses  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  community,  is  not  so  strong  when  the  convey- 
ance is  to  the  wife  as  when  it  is  to  the  husband.  But  this 
language  was  employed  in  the  consideration  of  a  controversy 
arising  between  a  wife  and  the  creditors  of  her  husband,  the 
debts  being  contracted  after  the  making  of  the  conveyance. 
This  controversy  could  be  determined  on  the  same  principles 
as  though  it  were  between  the  husband  and  wife,  as,  under 
these  circumstances,  the  creditors  had  acquired  no  greater 
rights  than  were  vested  in  the  husband  subsequently  to  the 
conveyance.  Therefore,  if  the  language  quoted  can  be  re- 
garded as  establishing  the  rule  that  stronger  proof  is  required 
to  rebut  the  presumption  arising  from  a  conveyance  to  a  hus- 

'  HiggiiiH  V.  Johnson,  20  Tex.  395;  approved  in  Sniitli  i'.  Boquot,  27  Tox.  513.  In 
the  last  named  case  the  statement  is  made,  that  if  the  husband  •'iiurchuse  with  liis 
separate  property  or  community  funds,  and  take  the  title  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  the 
presumption,  as  between  themselves  and  all  others  not  claiming  as  innocent  pur- 
cliasers,  will  be  that  the  property  was  intended  for  her  and  not  for  himself  or  tin.- 
communitv."' 
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band  than  would  be  necessary  to  accomplish  a  like  result  if 
the  conveyance  were  to  the  wife,  this  rule  must,  in  its  opera- 
tion, be  limited  to  controversies  between  husband  and  wife, 
or  between  the  husband  or  wife  and  some  third  person,  who 
is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  purchaser  without  notice.  But  the 
general  rule  seems  to  be  too  well  established  to  admit  of  any 
considerable  doubt,  that  the  fact  that  the  title  is  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  "  does  not  raise  even  a  presumption  in  her 
favor. "  ^ 

^  145.  To  rebut  the  presumption  that  a  conveyance 
made  to  one  of  the  spouses  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  community,  evidence  may,  at  least  as  against  either  hus- 
band or  wife,  and  those  claiming  under  them,  or  either  of 
them,  with  notice,  be  introduced  to  show  that  the  purchase 
was  made  with  the  separate  funds  of  either  spouse,  or  to 
show  any  other  fact  or  facts  tending  to  impart  to  the  acquisi- 
tion the  character  of  separate  estate. ^  But  a  more  important 
question,  and  one  involved  in  more  doubt,  is  whether,  as 
against  third  persons  not  afiected  by  notice  of  its  true  charac- 
ter, a  conveyance  made  to  either  husband  or  wife,  containing 
no  expressions  on  its  face  tending  to  show  that  it  is  not  de- 
signed as  a  conveyance  to  the  community,  can  be  proved  to 
be  a  conveyance  to  the  grantee  as  his  or  her  separate  prop- 
erty. In  Texas,  it  is  clear  that  a  deed  made  to  a  wife  cannot 
be  shown  to  be  intended  as  a  conveyance  to  her  as  her  sep- 
arate property,  as  against  the  grantee  of  her  husband,  unless 
such  grantee  had  notice  of  the  wife's  interest.  "We  know  of 
no  principle  upon  which  such  evidence  can  be  received  for 
the  pui-pose  of  explaining  or  modifying  such  deeds,  after  the 
property  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  innocent  purchasers, 
and  thereby  engrafting  upon  it  a  trust  to  their  detriment. 
Such  a  doctrine  would  go  far  to  destroy  the  utility  of  written 
evidences  of  title  to  land,  and  the  registration  of  conveyances 
for  the  purpose  of  notice.     The  inspection  of   a  deed  only 

1  Smalley  1).  Lawrence,  9  Rob.  La.  214;  Davidson  v.  Stuart,  10  La.  R.  147;  Andrew 
U.Bradley,  10  La.  An.  606;  Meyer  v.  Kinzer,  12  Cal.  253;  Kohner  v.  Ashenauer,  17 
Cal.  581;  Succession  of  Wade,  21  La.  An.  345;  Block  v.  Melville,  22  La.  An.  147. 

-  Woods  V.  Whitney,  42  Cal.  361;  Smith  v.  Boquet,  27  Tex.  512;  Peck  v.  Brumma- 
gim,  31  Cal.  441;  Ingersoll  r.  Truebody,  40  Cal.  612. 
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charges  a  party  witli  notice  of  the  facts  which  its  contents 
import.  An  inspection  of  this  deed  authorized  the  defendant 
in  error  to  infer  that  the  iDroperty  was  a  part  of  the  community 
estate,  and  justified  hun  in  dealing  with  it  as  such.  T^at  the 
title  when  acquired  by  the  community  ^as  taken  in  the  name 
of  the  ^^if  e,  imposes  no  additional  burden  upon  the  purchaser 
of  inquiring  as  to  the  equities  of  husband  and  wife  in  respect 
to  it." '  But  the  decision  here  quoted  from  is  certainly  against 
reason  and  against  a  majority  of  the  authorities  on  the  subject. 
Necessarily,  the  rule  must  be  different  where  the  conveyance 
is  made  to  the  ynie  from  what  it  is  where  the  conveyance  is 
made  to  the  husband.  He  has  full  control  over  the  community 
property;  he  alone  can  make  a  valid  contract  to  purchase,  or 
execute  a  valid  conveyance.  The  natural  way  of  conducting 
the  affairs  of  the  community  would  be  to  take  conveyances 
of  real  estate  in  his  name.  AVhen  the  deed  is  made  to  the 
wife,  the  transaction  is  not  being  conducted  according  to  the 
natural  and  usual  way  of  acquiring  community  property.  It 
is  true  the  acquisition  may  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
munity; but  it  is  equally  trae  that  it  may  be  for  the  exclusive 
benefit  of  the  wife.  The  piu-chaser,  as  he  derives  title  through 
this  deed,  is,  of  course,  charged  with  notice  of  its  contents, 
and  of  the  fact  that  the  wife  alone  is  named  as  a  grantee. 
That  she  is  so  named,  is  inconsistent  with  the  ordinary  course 
pursued  in  obtaining  community  assets,  but  agreeable  to  the 
methods  naturally  and  necessarily  employed  in  acquiring  title 
to  be  held  as  her  sole  and  separate  estate.  Ought  not  a  pur- 
chaser to  be  required  to  exercise  some  care  in  ascertaining 
why  this  business  has  been  conducted  in  her  name,  and  why 
a  departure  has  been  made  from  the  common  form  of  convey- 
ances intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  community? 

g  146.  The  Courts  of  the  State  of  Louisiana  have  con- 
sidered the  question  referred  to  in  the  preceding  section,  and 
have  reached  a  conclusion  very  different  from  that  subse- 
quently announced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas.  "  It  is 
true,"  said  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  "as  a  general 
rule,  that  the  law  considers  to  be  common  property  that  which 

'  Cooke  V.  Br<  iiir.iicl.  27  T.x.  4C0. 
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is  acquired  by  husband  and  wife  during  the  marriage,  although 
the  purchase  be  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  two,  and  not  of  both. 
The  reason  is,  that  in  that  case,  the  period  of  time  when  the 
purchase  is  made  is  alone  attended  to,  and  not  the  person  who 
made  it.  But  we  are  not  ready  to  say  that  no  distinction 
ought  to  be  made  when  the  property  is  clearly  shown  to  have 
been  bought  by  the  separate  funds  of  one  of  the  parties,  and 
particularly  with  the  funds  of  the  wife  which  never  came  under 
the  administration  of  the  husband.  It  is  a  well  settled  doc- 
trine in  our  jurisprudence,  that  money  received  during  the 
marriage,  even  by  the  husband,  on  account  of  the  wife,  does 
not  fall  into  the  community,  but  remains  her  separate  prop- 
erty. According  to  article  2361  of  the  Louisiana  Code,  the 
wife  has  the  right  to  administer  personally  her  paraphernal 
property  without  the  assistance  of  her  husband;  and  by  article 
2315,  paraphernal  is  considered  as  the  separate  property  of 
the  wife.  There  necessarily  results  from  these  provisions  of 
the  law  a  power  allowed  to  the  wife  to  administer  alone  her 
paraphernal  estate  as  she  pleases;  and  a  right  to  alienate  her 
separate  property,  and  to  invest  her  paraphernal  funds  in 
whatever  manner  she  thinks  proper  and  most  advantageous 
to  her  interest,  provided  she  does  it  with  the  authorization  of 
her  husband."'  The  principles  announced  in  the  opinion 
from  which  the  preceding  quotation  was  made  were,  a  few 
years  later,  applied  by  the  same  Court,  in  a  contest  between 
the  wife  and  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  The  creditors 
insisted  that  if  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  had  been 
employed  in  the  purchase,  this  fact  should  have  been  ex- 
pressed in  the  act  by  which  she  acquired  the  property ;  but 
the  Court  disposed  of  this  claim  as  follows:  "The  objection 
does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  founded  in  law.  In  regard  to 
creditors,  such  a  statement  would  of  itself  be  without  effect, 
except  in  giving  notice  to  third  persons.  But  as  the  husband 
is  the  head  and  master  of  the  community,  having  alone  the 
administration,  a  purchase  in  the  name  of  the  wife  would  not 
be  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  and  consequently  would 
be  sufficient  to  put  third  persons  upon  inquiry.  As  this  rule 
seems  to  be  applicable  to  promissory  notes  signed  by  the  wife, 

i  Dominguez  v.  Lee,  17  La.  299. 
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we  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  equally  applicable  to 
other  contracts  entered  into  by  her.  The  wife,  if  required, 
would  be  bound  in  all  cases  to  establisb  the  reahty  of  the  sale 
to  her,  dehors  the  act;  and  the  same  proof  would  be  necessarj- 
in  order  to  make  her  acknowledgment  in  the  act  binding 
upon  her."^ 

§  147.  Conveyance  to  Wife,  Rule  in  California. — The  lan- 
guage quoted  in  the  last  section  clearly  indicates  that  the  Court 
considered  that  the  fact  that  a  conveyance  was  made  to  the 
wife  was  sufficient  to  put  the  piu'chaser  upon  inquiry  in  refer- 
ence to  the  true  intent  and  effect  of  the  deed.  But  as  the 
controversy  arose  between  the  wife  and  her  husband's  credi- 
tors, and  not  between  her  and  the  husband's  grantee,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Court  has  only  the  force  which  may  be  accorded 
to  an  emphatic  declaration  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon 
a  matter  considered  by  way  of  illustration  or  argument,  but 
not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case.  But  the  ques- 
tion has  been  put  in  issue  and  determined  in  California,  as 
will  sufficiently  appear  from  the  following  extract  from  an 
opinion  prepared. by  Judge  Sa^\'yer: 

' '  In  this  case,  it  was  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court, 
that  the  premises  in  question  were  purchased  with  funds  be- 
longing to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  The}*  became, 
therefore,  in  fact,  her  separate  property.  The  conveyance 
was  upon  the  face  to  the  wife.  The  apparent  record  title  was 
ill  her,  and  not  in  her  husband,  Silas  Fuller.  The  deed  is 
sufficient  in  law  to  convey  a  title  to  the  wife,  but  whether  it 
did,  in  fact,  convey  an  estate  in  common,  or  a  separate  estate,, 
manifestly  depended  upon  a  fact  dehors  the  deed.  Ostensibly,, 
the  intent  was  to  vest  the  title  in  the  grantee  named,  Jane  E. 
Fuller.  It  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed  that  the 
gi-antee  was  a  married  woman — or  that,  being  a  married 
woman,  the  consideration  was  paid  out  of  her  separate  estate. 
The  deed,  then,  so  far  as  shown  upon  its  face,  might  have 
conveyed  a  title  absolute  to  a /"erne  sole,  a  separate  estate  to  a 
feme  covert,  or  an  estate  in  common  t<^  husband  and  wife. 
Upon  the  best  view  for  the  plaintiff,  the  deed  upon  its  face 

'  Mttcalf  V.  Clark,  8  La.  ^Vn.  287.    Sec  also  Gonor  c.  Goiior,  11  Rob.  La.  ;V2(!. 
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was  equivocal.  But  it  afiforded  to  all  persons,  seeking  to  ac- 
quire title  under  it,  a  clue  to  the  title,  which,  they  were  bound 
to  pursue,  or  suffer  the  consequence  of  their  laches.  The 
grantee  is  a  woman.  The  presumption  of  law  is  that  she  is 
sole,  and  prima  facie  a  conveyance  from  her  would  pass  the 
title.  But  she  may  be  married,  and  her  deed  may  not  pass 
the  title.  The  fact  as  to  whether  she  is  married  or  single, 
all  parties  dealing  with  the  land  must  ascertain,  or  omit  to 
do  so  at  their  peril.  So,  also,  if  a  gi-antee  of  a  conveyance 
for  a  money  consideration  is  a  married  woman  at  the  date  of 
the  conveyance,  prima  facie  a  conveyance  by  the  husband,  in 
his  own  name,  of  the  land  so  conveyed  to  the  wife,  will  be 
presumed  to  pass  the  title;  but  in  fact  it  may  not,  for  the 
reason  that  the  land  may  still  be  the  separate  property  of  the 
wife,  which  he  had  no  power  to  convey.  And  in  such  cases, 
as  in  the  case  last  mentioned,  all  parties  claiming  title  through 
the  husband  to  lands,  the  title  to  which  never  stood  in  his 
name,  must  ascertain,  at  their  peril,  whether  he  did  in  fact 
have  the  power  to  convey. 

The  record  title  in  this  case  was  notice  to  all  the  world 
that  the  land  in  dispute  might  be  the  separate  property  of 
Mrs.  Fuller,  and  every  party  dealing  with  it  did  so  at  his 
peril.  The  plaintiff  was,  by  the  record,  put  upon  inquiry  as 
to  the  true  condition  of  the  title.  The  grantee  upon  the 
record  was  capable  of  taking  the  land,  and  was  a  different 
person  from  the  one  from  whom  the  plaintiff  derives  his  title. 
If  the  plaintiff  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  means  afforded 
by  the  record  to  ascertain  the  true  state  of  the  title,  it  is  his 
own  fault,  and  he  cannot  claim  to  be  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser."^ 

g  148.     Authority  of  Husband  and  Wife  respectively. — 

"Under  all  the  forms  of  community  existing  in  North  America, 
the  husband  has  the  exclusive  control  and  management  of 
the  common  property,  with  the  right  to  convey  or  encumber 
it  as  he  may  deem  proper. ^  The  only  limitation  upon  his 
power  in  this  respect  is,  that  he  shall  not  employ  it  for  the 

'  Ramsdell  r.  Fuller,  28  Cal.  43;  approved,  Peck  r.  Vandenberg,  30  Cal.  3G. 
-  Higgins  V.  Johnson,  20  Tex.  396;  Brewer  r.  Wall.  23  Tex.  588:  Prinn  i'.  Barton, 
18  Tex.  206;  Wright  v.  Hays,  10  Tex.  132. 
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piu'pose  of  defrauding  his  wife  of  her  interest  as  a  member 
of  the  commiinit;)'.  '"A  deed  of  gift  of  a  portion  of  the 
common  property  by  the  husband  is  not  void  per  se.  If  the 
gift  be  made  with  the  intent  of  defeating  the  claims  of  the 
wife  in  the  common  property,  the  transaction  would  be  tainted 
with  fraud.  In  the  absence  of  such  fraudulent  intent,  a  vol- 
untary disposition  of  a  portion  of  the  property,  reasonable 
in  reference  to  the  whole  amount,  is  authorized  by  the  stat- 
ute, which  gives  to  the  husband  the  absolute  power  of  dis- 
position of  the  common  property  as  of  his  own  sej^arate 
estate."'  But  in  Louisiana,  the  code  prohibits  the  husband 
from  making  any  "  conveyance  inter  vivos  by  a  gratuitous  title 
of  the  immoveables  of  the  community,  nor  of  the  whole  or 
of  a  quota  of  the  moveables,  unless  it  be  for  the  establish- 
ment of  the  children  of  the  marriage.  Nevertheless,  he  may 
dispose  of  the  moveable  effects  by  a  gratuitous  title  to  the 
benefit  of  all  persons."^  If  a  note,  made  in  consideration  of 
community  property,  or  from  any  cause  forming  a  part  of  the 
community  assets,  is  given  to  and  in  the  name  of  the  Avife, 
the  husband,  as  the  head  of  the  community,  can  sue  thereon 
in  his  own  name."'  But  the  authority  vested  in  the  husband, 
as  the  head  of  the  community,  and  by  virtue  of  which  he  is 
authorized  to  control  and  dispose  of  its  assets,  may,  at  least 
in  Texas,  be  transferred  from  him  to  the  Avife,  by  his  abandon- 
ment of  his  position  of  head  of  the  community,  or  by  his 
total  incapacity  to  transact  the  business  affairs  of  the  marital 
partnership.  In  the  case  in  which  this  question  was  first  de- 
termined, the  liusband  left  his  wife  in  Texas,  and  sought  an 
asylum  on  the  Bio  Grande,  beyond  the  limits  of  his  State. 
Here  he  remained  for  more  than  five  years.  During  all 
that  time,  the  wife  remained  at  home,  took  care  of  herself 
and  family,  and  assumed  general  control  over  the  community 
effects.  About  two  years  after  she  had  been  thus  left  by  her 
husband,  she  acquired  title,  in  her  own  name,  to  a  tract  of 

'  LoKl  /•.  Hongli.  4;i  ( 'al.  584. 

-  Civil  Code  Lii.  Art.  '2.i7.3;  BiHtor  r.  Mcn<<C'.  21  La.  An.  21<j;  Gloiii  r.  Klam.  3  La. 
All.  61L 

»  Crow  V.  Van  Sickle.  G  N(  v.  148;  Beigcl  v.  Lauge,  19  La.  An.  112.  The  law  pro- 
sumes  a  note  made  to  the  wife  tc)  be  comniunity  propcrtrv.  Wolls  v.  Cochrane,  1.3  Tex. 
128:  Hommingwayr.  Matthews,.  10 Tex.  207:  Tryun  v.  Sutton,  13  Cal.  490. 
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land,  and  nearly  four  years  after,  she  made  a  deed  of  gift  to 
her  son  of  a  portion  of  this  acquisition.  The  validity  of  this 
conveyance  was  subsequently  drawn  in  question,  and  was  sus- 
tained by  the  Supreme  Court.  In  pronouncing  judgment, 
the  Court  announced  the  following  views  in  regard  to  the  re- 
spective rights  and  powers  of  the  husband  and  wife :  ' '  Their 
rights  of  property  in  the  effects  of  the  community  are  per- 
fectly equivalent  to  each  other.  The  difference  is  this,  that, 
during  coverture,  her  rights  are  passive;  his  are  active.  He 
has  the  free  administration  and  disposition  (if  untainted  by 
fraud  against  the  wife)  of  such  property;  and  he  is  subject 
to  the  corresponding  duty  of  maintaining  his  wife  and  family, 
and  defraying  out  of  this  property  the  debts  contracted  dur- 
ing marriage.  So  long  as  he  discharges  his  duty  as  a  hus- 
band, his  superior  rights  remain,  unquestionably,  in  full 
vigor.  But  when  he  abandons  the  administration  of  the  com- 
mon property,  deserts  his  wife  and  country;  when  he  ceases 
the  discharge  of  his  duties,  and  contributes  in  no  mode  to 
the  support  of  his  wife  and  family,  reducing  the  wife  to  the 
necessity  of  providing  for  them,  and  of  taking  care  of  the 
common  property,  or,  otherwise,  suffering  it  to  go  to  waste; 
and  when  this  absence  is  prolonged  several  years — do  not  his 
rights  over  the  effects  of  the  community,  from  the  nature  of 
things,  cease?  and  are  not  the  passive  rights  of  the  wife 
quickened  into  vigorous  activity? 

"  She  is  necessarily  compelled  to  assume  the  position  of 
the  husband;  to  discharge  ins  duties,  and  incur  his  responsi- 
bilities; and  her  powers  should  correspond  to  the  position 
which,  by  the  defaulb  of  the  husband,  she  is  thus  compelled 
to  assume;  and  especially  should  the  controlling  power  of  the 
husband,  over  the  goods  of  the  community,  be  transferred  to 
the  wife.  Her  right  in  the  property  is  equal  to  that  of  the 
husband.  During  his  presence,  he  has  the  administration, 
subject  to  the  trusts  incumbent  on  the  property.  This  right 
of  control  must  necessarily  cease  where  he  can  and  will  no 
longer  exercise  it;  and  the  wife,  the  other  joint  owner,  must 
be  vested  with  the  authority,  or  it  cannot  exist  anywhere."' 

'  Wriglit  V.  Hays,  10  Tex.  133.    Where  the  husband  is  absent,  there  is  no  reason  or 
rule  of  law  prohibiting  the  wife  from  making  such  contracts  respecting  the  commun- 
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g  149.  Upon  the  decease  of  either  of  the  spouses,  the 
community  is  at  ouce  termiuated.  The  sui-vivor,  whether 
husband  or  wife,  cannot  alienate  any  more  than  his  or  her 
moiety,  nor  make  any  contracts  imposing  any  liability  upon 
the  share  of  the  deceased  spouse.^  By  the  law  of  community, 
as  it  existed  in  Spain,  and  as  it  still  exists  in  Texas'-  and 
Louisiana,'  upon  the  death  of  either  spouse,  his  or  her  moiety 
immediately  vested  in  his  or  her  heirs,  subject  to  its  propor- 
tion of  the  community  debts.  The  same  rule  prevailed  in 
California  until  the  year  1861.-'  At  that  time,  the  statute  de- 
huino-  the  rights  of  husband  and  ^-iie  was  so  amended  as  to 
provide  that  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  community  by  the 
death  of  the  wife,  the  entire  common  property  shall,  without 
administration,  vest  in  the  husband;  but  upon  the  dissolution 
by  the  death  of  the  husband,  one-half  of  the  common  prop- 
erty vests  in  the  wife,  and  the  other  half  is  subject  to  the 
testamentary  disposition  of  the  husband;  and  in  default  of 
such  disposition,  goes  to  his  descendants.  The  husband 
cannot,  by  any  testamentary  disposition,  affect  the  wife's  in- 
terest in  the  community  property.^ 

ity  property  as  are  necessaiy  for  its  preservation,  or  for  the  support  of  herself  and 
children.  Cheek  v.  Bellows,  17  Tex.  616;  FuUerton  v.  Doyle,  18  Tex.  12.  Dui'ing 
the  insanity  of  the  husband,  the  wife  becomes  the  head  of  the  community,  and  has 
the  same  powers  as  in  case  of  his  abandonment  of  her.    Forbes  v.  Moore,  32  Tex.  199. 

■  Broussard  v.  Bernard,  7  La.  222.  This  case  is  in  harmony  with  the  two  preceding 
citations;  but  is  opposed  by  Jones  v.  Panaud,  1  Cal. 

-  Thompson  v.  Cragg,  2i  Tex.  598. 

»  Walker  v.  Kimbrough,  23  La.  An.  637. 

♦  Broad  r.  Broad,  40  Cal.  496. 

i  Conn  V.  Davis,  33  Tex.  208;  Estate  of  Silvey,  42  Cal.  212- 
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CHAPTEK  VIII. 

RELATIONS  OF  COTENANTS. 
Greneral  Statement  and  Division  of  the  Subject,  $  150. 

RESTRAINTS  ARISING  FROM  FACT  OP  COTENANCY. 

Relations  generally  those  of  Mutual  Trust,  ^  151. 

Cannot  assail  Common  Title,  §  152. 

An  apparent  exception  to  this  rule,  §  153. 

Acquisition  of  Adverse  Title,  §  154. 

Whether  Adverse  Title  may  be  asserted  by  Tenants  in  Common  holding  under 

different  Deeds,  §  155. 
Waiver  of  right  to  claim  benefit  of  purchase  of  Adverse  Title,  $  156. 
Procuring  renewal  of  Lease  by  Co-Lessee,  in  his  own  name,  $  157. 
Acquiring  Tax  Title,  §  158. 
Purchase  from  Grantee  in  Tax  Deed,  ^  159. 
Husband  of  Cotenant,  ^  160. 

Duration  of  Restraints  arising  from  Cotenancy,  $  161. 
Restraints  of  Cotenancy  terminated  by  Eviction,  §  162. 
Whether  there  must  be  Title  to  make  Cotenancy,  §  163. 
No  Restraint  on  Cotenants  contracting  with  one  another,  §  164. 
No  Restraints  on  buying  interest  of  the  other  at  forced  sale,  ^  165. 

ACTS  PRESUMED  TO  BE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  COMMON  TITLE. 

Act  of  one  presumed  to  be  for  Common  Benefit,  $  166. 
Entry  of  one  confers  Seizin  on  all,  §  167. 

ACTS  AND  RESTRAINTS  OF  ONE  COTENANT  AFFECTING  THE  OTHERS. 

Estoppel  against  one,  ^  168. 

Admissions  of  one,  §  169. 

Representations  of  one,  ^  170. 

Notice  to  one,  §  171. 

Acts  of  one  not  to  prejudioft  the  other,  i  172. 

Refusal  by  one,  $  173. 

Beneficial  Acts,  $  174. 
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Acts  to  save  Common  Property,  *  175. 

Eedemption  of  Lands,  ^  176. 

Receiving  Payment  of  Joint  Rents,  ^S  177. 

Receiving  Payment  of  Joint  Demand,  $  178. 

Release  by  one,  ^  179. 

Giving  Notice  to  Quit,  v^  180. 

Receiving  Notice  to  Quit,  ^  181. 

Cannot  Contract  for  one  another,  j,  182. 

Cannot  Transfer  for  one  another,  ^  183. 

Cannot  Pledge  for  one  another,  ^184. 

Cannot  create  Easement,  §  185. 

May  acquire  Easement,  ^  186. 

Easement,  when  not  extinguished,  $  187. 

Agency  and  Ratification,  ^  188. 

§  150.  General  Statement  and  Division  of  the  Subject. — 
It  is  self-evident  that  two  or  more  persons  cannot  own  the 
same  piece  of  property  in  undivided  interests,  without  being 
placed  in  a  different  relation  towards  one  another  than  though 
their  OT^mership  consisted  of  tenancies  in  severalty  of  distinct 
articles  of  personalty  or  of  segregated  parcels  of  real  estate. 
In  the  lii'st  place,  the  unity  of  possession  incident  to  every 
species  of  cotenancy  necessarily  brings  those  entitled  to  the 
possession  in  frequent  contact  with  one  another,  and  thereby 
affords  to  the  designing  abundant  opportunities  for  securing 
the  confidence  of  the  unwary.  The  interests  of  the  different 
co-o^Tiers  seem  so  identical  that  neither  is  likely  to  mistrust 
the  other  of  harboring  any  schemes  at  variance  with  a  con- 
tinued reliance  upon  and  respect  of  the  common  title.  And 
while  the  relation  of  cotenancy  is  generally  thus  productive 
of  sentiments  of  mutual  tnist  between  the  several  owners,  it 
Avould,  but  for  the  imposition  of  legal  restraints,  enable  each 
to  betray  those  trusts,  by  taking  advantage  of  those  infirmities 
in  the  common  title,  which,  by  reason  of  his  common  interest, 
had  been  disclosed  to  him.  In  the  second  place,  the  fact  that 
the  interest  of  each  cotenant  can  usually  be  advanced  only 
through  the  general  welfare  of  all,  naturally  induces  one  t(j 
act  for  the  advantage  of  the  other;  and  creates  a  presumption, 
in  the  absence  of  circumstances  indicating  a  different  design, 
that  the  act  of  one  is  intended  for  the  l)cnefit  of  ull.  In  the 
third  place,  the  fact  that  each  cotenant  is  in  law  deemed  to 
be  in  possession  witli  the  others,  and  is  in  fact  often  appar- 
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ently  in  the  exclusive  possession,  frequently  invests  one  of 
the  cotenants  with  the  most  important  indicia  of  title,  and 
leads  third  persons  to  believe  either  that  he  is  the  sole  owner, 
or  at  least  the  accredited  agent  of  all  the  owners. 

It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  any  system  of  jurisprudence, 
which,  like  the  common  law,  is  to  a  great  extent  composed 
of  the  precedents  made,  from  time  to  time,  by  the  application 
of  preconceived  ideas  of  Justice  to  the  actual  and  ever  vary- 
ing exigencies  of  business  affairs,  would  be  created  without 
adapting  itself  to  the  various  relations  under  which  men  may 
be  called  upon  to  act;  nor  without  containing  distinct  recog- 
nitions of  the  principle,  that  an  act  proper  and  harmless 
enough  in  some  of  the  relations  of  life,  should  be  discoun- 
tenanced and  forbidden  in  others.  And  therefore,  as  cotenants 
must  always  in  fact  have  stood  in  different  relations  towards 
one  another,  than  though  they  were  tenants  in  severalty,  the 
common  law  came  into  being  recognizing  those  differences, 
and  creating  such  rules  as  their  existence  made  necessary. 
These  rules  are  the  subject  of  this  chapter;  and  in  attempting 
to  show  what  they  are,  we  shall  consider  our  subject  under 
the  three  divisions  in  which,  in  our  judgment,  it  is  naturally 
divided :  1st.  What  restraints  are  imposed  by  law  to  prevent 
a  cotenant  from  betraying  the  trust  arising  out  of  the  fact  of 
cotenancy;  2d.  What  acts  may  a  cotenant  safely  presume  to 
exist  in  support  of,  and  in  subordination  to,  the  common  claim 
of  right;  and  3d.  By  what  acts,  and  under  what  circumstances, 
can  one  cotenant  affect  the  others,  in  dealing  with  third 
parties. 

EESTRAINTS  ARISING  FROM  FACT  OP  COTENANCY. 

§  151.  Relations  are  those  of  Mutual  Trust.— All  the 
restraints  imposed  upon  cotenants  in  regard  to  their  dealing 
between  one  another  in  reference  to  the  common  property, 
are  founded  mainly,  if  not  exclusively,  upon  the  theory  that, 
so  far  as  the  common  subject  of  ownership  is  concerned,  they 
are  each  bound  to  defend  the  interest  of  the  other;  or  if  not 
to  defend,  at  least  not  to  make  any  direct  or  indirect  assault 
upon  such  interest.  The  case  of  tenants  in  common  coming 
into  joint  possession  of  real  estate  as  co-heirs  or  co-devisees, 
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has  always  been  spoken  of  as  creating  special  obligations 
between  the  joint  o^raers;  in  fact,  as  forbidding  either  to  do 
any  act  which  could  be  unlawful  or  improper,  if  done  by  a 
trustee  charged  with  the  care  and  preservation  of  a  trust 
estate.  The  general  theory  of  the  law  upon  this  subject  is 
correctly  represented  by  the  following  extract  from  an  opinion 
delivered  in  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  of  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee : 

"Tenants  in  common  by  descent  are  placed  in  confidential 
relations  to  each  other  by  operation  of  law,  as  to  the  joint 
property,  and  the  same  duties  are  imposed  as  if  a  joint  trust 
were  created  by  contract  between  them,  or  the  act  of  a  third 
party.  Being  associated  in  interest  as  tenants  in  common, 
an  implied  obligation  exists  to  sustain  the  common  interest. 
This  reciprocal  obligation  will  be  enforced  in  equity,  as  a 
trust.  These  relations  of  trust  and  confidence  bind  all  to  put 
forth  their  best  exertions,  and  to  embrace  every  opportunity 
to  protect  and  secure  the  common  interest,  and  forbid  the 
assumption  of  a  hostile  attitude  by  either."' 

Tenants  in  common  by  descent  are  under  no  other  or  greater 
obligations  towards  one  another  than  other  cotenants  fre- 
•quently  are.  Where  two  or  more  come  to  an  estate  by  devise 
or  descent  from  a  common  source  of  title,  the  relations  between 
them  are  presumed  to  be  relations  of  trust  and  confidence. 
Such  a  presumption  may  not  appear  so  strong  Avhere  the  co- 
tenants  acquire  their  respective  interests,  at  different  times 
and  by  difi'erent  conveyances;  and  it  may,  in  certain  cases, 
disappear  altogether.  But  where  the  cotenants  acquired  their 
interest  by  a  joint  conveyance,  imder  which  they  both  went 
into  possession,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  relation  neces- 
sarily produced  is  as  much  one  of  tnist  and  confidence  as 
though  it  originated  in  de\dse  or  descent.  And  even  where 
the  cotenants  come  to  their  titles  at  difierent  times  and  from 
different  grantors,  they  may,  by  being  in  the  actual  joint  pos- 
session, and  by  a  course  of  behavior  in  reference  to  one  an- 
other and  to  the  common  subject  of  ownership  indicating  an 
intent  to  support  and  respect  the  common  title,  create  relations 

'  Tisdale  v.  Tisclalc,  2  Snetd,  59!).    See  also  Vuu  Home  v.  Fonda,  5  Jolms.  CU.  388; 
Lee  V.  Fox,  0  Dana.  171;  Picot  v.  Page,  2G  Mo.  421. 
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of  mutual  trust  and  confidence  asistrong  in  fact  and  as  worthy 
of  consideration  in  law,  as  the  relations  growing  out  of  the 
acquisition  of  title  from  a  common  source,  by  the  same  pur- 
chase or  descent.  If  two  or  more  agree  to  become  tenants  in 
common  of  a  tract  of  land,  and  one  of  their  number  is  deputed 
to  make  the  necessary  negotiations  for  its  purchase,  at  the 
most  reasonable  price  for  which  it  can  be  obtained,  he  occupies 
such  a  relation  towards  the  others  as  binds  him  to  guard  their 
interests,  and  to  make  no  profit  for  himself  in  the  transaction. 
If  he  represents  to  them  that  the  land  can  be  had  at  a  speci- 
fied price,  and  they  thereupon  contribute  to  the  purchase  by 
paying  their  proportion  of  this  price,  they  may,  upon  discover- 
ing that  he  in  fact  procured  the  land  for  less  than  the  amount 
represented,  retain  their  interest  in  the  land,  and  recover  back 
from  him  the  amount  paid  by  them  in  excess  of  their  propor- 
tions of  the  true  price. ^ 

§  152.  One  cannot  assail  Common  Title. — "The  rule  of 
law,  that  a  person  coming  into  possession  of  lands  under  the 
agreement  or  license  of  another,  cannot  be  permitted  to  deny 
the  title  of  the  latter,  when  called  upon  to  surrender,  is  of 
almost  universal  application."^  This  principle  extends  to  one 
who  takes  possession  by  virtue  of  a  claim  of  title,  of  which 
title  he  is  cotenant  with  others.  Upon  any  contest  arising 
between  himself  and  his  cotenants,  he  cannot,  at  least  while 
remaining  in  possession,  deny  the  validity  of  the  common 
source  of  title,  nor  defend  himself  by  proving  that  the  para- 
mount title  is  in  some  third  person."  Thus,  where  property 
descended  to  several  as  co-heirs,  and  one  of  them  subse- 
quently undertook  to  assail  the  ancestor's  title,  the  Court,  in 
determining  that  he  could  not  be  permitted  to  do  so,  said : 
' '  John  Streeter  was  the  common  source  of  title.  His  child- 
ren, there  being  no  will,  are  presumed  to  have  taken  the 
premises  by  descent,  as  tenants  in  common.  It  is  not  for 
the  defendant  to  say  that  the  common  ancestor  had  no  title, 
and  that  his  possession  is  not  as  a  tenant  in  common,  but  in 

'  King  V.  Wise,  43  Cal.  633. 
'  Phelan  v.  Kelley,  25  Wend.  391. 

'■'  Braintree  v.  Battles,  6  Vt.  395;  Funk  v.  Newcomer,  10  Md.  301;  Burnliams  r.  Van. 
Zandt,  7Barb.  91. 
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his  own  individual  right."'  Au  action  of  ejectment  was 
brought  for  the  undivided  one-half  of  a  tract  of  land,  in 
which  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  based  upon  an  alleged  agree- 
ment between  himself  and  defendant  to  enter  upon  and  hold 
the  lands  in  controversy  for  their  equal  benefit — each  to  con- 
tribute his  share  towards  the  expenses  of  the  common  occu- 
pation; and  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement,  the  pos- 
session was  taken,  and  the  contribution  to  the  expenses 
thereof  was  made.  One  of  the  defenses  insisted  upon  was 
that  such  agi-eement  involved  a  contract  to  jump  land  for 
joint  benefit,  and  wrongiuUy  take  it  from  a  third  person,  and 
was  therefore  void,  as  illegal  and  against  public  policy.  This 
portion  of  the  defense  was  disposed  of  in  the  following  lan- 
guage :  "  If  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  be  otherwise  established, 
the  defendant  cannot  defeat  it  by  the  application  of  the  maxim, 
Ex  dolo  malo  non  oritur  actio,  nor  set  ujd  in  his  defense  that 
both  he  and  the  plaintiff  entered  on  the  premises  wrongfully 
in  the  first  instance.  Upon  well  settled  principles,  he  cannot 
be  permitted,  if  entering  and  remaining  in  possession  as  a 
tenant  in  common,  to  assail  the  common  title  or  draw  its  valid- 
ity in  question."^ 

g  153.     An  apparent  exception  to  the  rule,  that  a  eoten- 

ant  in  possession  cannot  assail  the  common  title,  exists  where 
reliance  is  placed  on  an  adverse  occupation  for  a  period  suffi- 
cient to  create  a  bar  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
This,  though  apparently  an  exception,  is,  upon  close  examina- 
tion, found  not  to  involve  any  violation  of  the  general  rule ;  for 
one  cotenant  who  defends  an  action  brought  by  another,  on 
the  ground  that  the  latter  is  barred  by  this  statute,  concedes  the 
title  of  the  cotenant,  and  seeks  to  avoid  it  for  not  being  as- 
serted in  proper  time.  A  conveyance  from  any  third  person 
claiming  under  some  other  title  may  be  offered  in  evidence 
by  a  defendant  who  has  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
against  his  cotenant;  and  when  so  offered,  it  may  be  received, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  an. assault  on  the  common 
title,  but  in  support  of  the  plea  of  adverse  holding.-' 

'  JackHon  v.  Strceter,  5  Cow.  530.  -  lionihiimcr  r.  Ijahlwiii,  12  Cal.  ;)1. 

"  Phelan  v.  Kolley,  25  Weiul.  .WJ. 
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§  154.  Purchase  of  Adverse  Title. — A  catenant  cannot 
take  advantage  of  any  defect  in  the  common  title  by  pur- 
chasing an  outstanding  title  or  incumbrance  and  asserting  it 
against  his  companions  in  interest.  The  piirchase  is,  not- 
withstanding his  designs  to  the  contrary,  for  the  common 
benefit  of  all  the  cotenants.  The  legal  title  acquired  by  him 
is  held  in  trust  for  the  others,  if  they  choose,  within  a  reason- 
able time,  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  purchase,  by  contribut- 
ing, or  offering  to  contribute,  their  proportion  of  the  purchase 
money.  ^  "  This  principle  arises  from  the  privity  subsisting 
between  parties  having  a  common  possession  of  the  same  land 
and  a  common  interest  in  the  safety  of  the  possession  of  each, 
and  it  only  inculcates  that  good  faith  which  seems  appropriate 
to  their  relative  position."'  "It  is  not  consistent  with  good 
faith,  nor  with  the  duty  which  the  connection  of  the  parties 
as  claimants  of  a  common  subject,  created,  that  one  of  them 
should  be  able,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  to  buy  in  an 
outstanding  title,  and  appropriate  the  whole  subject  to  him- 
self, and  thus  undermine  and  oust  his  companion.  It  would 
be  repugnant  to  a  sense  of  refined  and  accurate  justice.  It 
would  be  immoral,  because  it  would  be  against  the  reciprocal 
obligations  to  do  nothing  to  the  prejudice  of  each  other's 
equal  claim  which  the  relationship  of  the  parties  created. 
Community  of  interest  produces  a  community  of  duty,  and 
there  is  no  real  difference,  on  the  ground  of  policy  and  justice, 
whether  one  cotenant  buys  up  an  outstanding  incumbrance  or 
an  adverse  title,  to  disseize  and  expel  his  cotenant.  It  can- 
not be  tolerated  when  applied  to  a  common  subject,  in  which 
the  parties  had  equal  concern,  and  which  created  a  mutual 
obligation  to  deal  benevolently  with  each  other,  and  to  cause 
no  harm  to  their  joint  interest."^ 

g  155.     When  Purchase  of  Adverse  Title  permitted. — 

As  the  rule  forbidding  the  acquisition  of  adverse  titles  by  a 

'  Titsworth  v.  Stout,  49  111.  78;  Sullivan  v.  McLenans,  2  Clarke,  M2;  Eothwell  v. 
Dewees,  2  Black  U.  S.  613;  Jones  v.  Stanton,  11  Mo.  433;  Keller  v.  Auble,  58  Pa.  St. 
410. 

-  Venable  v.  Bcaucliamp,  3  Dana,  324. 

^  Van  Home  v.  Fonda,  5  .Johns.  Ch.  407;  Gossom  v.  Donaldson,  18  B.  Monr.  230; 
Picot  V.  Page,  26  Mo.  421;  Brown  v.  Homan,  1  Neb.  US. 
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cotenant,  from  being  asserted  against  his  companions,  is 
always  said  to  be  based  upon  considerations  of  mutual  trust 
and  confidence  supposed  to  be  existing  between  the  parties, 
the  question  naturally  arises  whether  the  rule  is  applicable 
where  the  reasons  on  which  it  is  based  are  absent.  Joint- 
tenants,  tenants  by  entii-ety,  and  coparceners,  always  hold  by 
and  imder  the  same  title.  Their  union  of  interest  and  of 
title  is  so  complete,  that,  beyond  all  doubt,  such  a  relation  of 
trust  and  confidence  unavoidably  results  therefrom  that  neither 
will  be  permitted  to  act  in  hostility  to  the  interests  of  the 
other  in  reference  to  the  joint  estate.  Tenants  in  common, 
on  the  other  hand,  may  claim  under  separate  conveyances, 
and  through  different  grantors.  Their  only  unity  is  that  of 
light  to  the  possession  of  the  common  subject  of  ownership. 
As  their  connection  is  not  necessarily  so  intimate  as  that  of 
other  cotenants,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  they  should 
always  be  subject  to  the  restraints  imposed  upon  the  others. 
There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  rule  in  regard  to  the  ac- 
quisition of  an  adverse  title  by  a  cotenant  is  .spoken  of  in 
general  terms  as  applying  to  tenants  in  common,  irrespective 
of  their  special  and  actual  relations  to  one  another.  But  an 
examination  of  the  decisions  clearly  shows  that  tenants  in 
common  are  not  necessarily  prohibited  from  asserting  an  ad- 
verse title.  If  their  interests  accrue  at  different  times,  and 
under  different  instruments,  and  neither  has  superior  means 
of  information  respecting  the  state  of  the  title,  then  either, 
unless  he  employs  his  cotenancy  to  secure  an  advantage,  may 
acquire  and  assert  a  superior  outstanding  title,  especially 
where  the  cotenants  are  not  in  joint  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises.^ 

g  156.  Piirohase  of  Outstanding  Title,  when  may  be 
asserted. — The  purchase  made  by  a  cotenant  of  an  outstand- 
ing title  or  incumbrance  is  not  void,  nor  does  the  interest  so 
acc£uired  by  him,  or  any  part  of  it,  by  operation  of  law,  vest 
in  his  cotenants.  They  may  not  wisli  to  share  in  the  benefits 
of  his  purchase;  for,  in  their  judgment,  the  title  purchased 
by  him  may  not  l)e  paramount  to  that  before  held  in  common. 

'  Koberts  v.  Thorn,  25  Tex.  73G;  Frcnti!  r.  Klotsch,  28  Wis.  317;  Wright  r.  SiH.Try, 
21  WiH.  331;  Brittiu  v.  Handy,  20  Ark.  381;  Mutthiws  c.  Bliss,  22  Pick.  48. 
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The  law  gives  them  a  privilege  which  they  may  assert.  This 
privilege  consists  in  the  right  to  obtain  a  conveyance  of  the 
title  bought  in,  upon  their  paying  their  share  of  the  price  at 
which  it  was  bought.  The  privilege  may  be  waived  by  an 
express  refusal  to  reimburse  the  cotenant  for  his  outlay,  or 
by  such  a  course  of  action  as  necessarily  implies  such  a 
refusal.  The  right  of  a  cotenant  to  share  in  the  benefit  of 
a  purchase  of  an  outstanding  claim,  is  always  dependent  on 
his  having,  within  a  reasonable  time,  elected  to  bear  his  por- 
tion of  the  exj^ense  necessarily  incurred  in  the  acquisition 
of  the  claim.'  A  most  natural  and  material  inquiry,  then, 
is  what  is  a  reasonable  time.  To  this  inquiry  no  positive 
answer  can  be  given.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  questions  in 
regard  to  reasonable  time,  no  doubt  each  case  must  neces- 
sarily be  determined  upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstances. 
The  cotenant  asking  a  court  of  equity  to  award  him  the  ben- 
efit of  a  purchase,  must  show  reasonable  diligence  in  making 
his  election.  Whatever  delay  he  may  have  occasioned,  must 
be  entirely  consistent  with  perfect  fair  dealing  on  his  part, 
and  in  nowise  attributable  to  an  effort  to  retain  the  advan- 
tages, while  he  shirks  the  responsibilities,  of  the  new  acqui- 
sition. If  his  delay  in  making  his  election  known  can  be 
justly  accounted  for  on  the  theory  that  he  was  waiting  as  "a 
means- of  speculation  for  himself,  by  delaying  imtil  the  rise 
of  the  land,  or  some  event  yet  in  the  future,  shall  determine 
his  course,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  repudiated  the  trans- 
action and  abandoned  its  benefits."'  Therefore,  where  a  co- 
tenant  repudiated  the  purchase  when  made,  and  for  more 
than  a  year  afterwards  refused  to  contribute  his  ratio  of  the 
price,  he  was,  in  equity,  denied  all  right  to  participate  in 
the  benefit  of  the  purchase.^ 

§  157.     The  renevral  of  a  lease  in  favor  of  any  of  the 

lessees  is  governed  by  the  rules  established  by  law  in  refer- 
ence to  the  acquisition  of  an  outstanding  title  by  a  cotenant. 
The  new  or  renewed  lease  is  held  by  the  lessee  in  whose  name 
it  is  taken,  in  trust  for  his  co-lessees  under  the  old  lease,  in 

'  Leer.  Fox,  6  Dana,  177;   Brittin  v.  Handy,  20  Ark.  403;    Buchanan  v.  King,  22 
Gratt.  414. 
^  Mandeville  r.  Solomon,  39  Cal.  133;  Buchanan  i\  King,  22  Gratt.  414. 
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proportion  to  their  respective  interests.'  The  parties  in  pos- 
session under  a  lease  are  jointly  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
benefits  of  a  renewal.  Before  either  can  take  and  hold  a 
lease  to  himself  alone,  his  cotenants  must  have  declined  their 
portion  of  its  benefits,  or  have  refused  to  submit  to  their 
share  of  its  obligations.  But  if  two  or  more  hold  land  by 
vii"tue  of  a  contract  to  purchase,  and  one  of  them  refuses  to 
contribute  his  ratio  of  the  amount  unpaid,  and  for  want  of 
such  payment,  the  contract  is  forfeited,  he  who  was  willing  to 
pay  his  share  may  take  a  new  contract  for  the  whole  land  for 
his  own  benefit.  No  trust  arises  in  favor  of  him  who  has 
thus  "  unconscientiously  and  inequitably  refused  to  pay  his 
proportion  of  the  purchase  money,"  and  has  thereby  compelled 
the  other  to  make  the  best  bargain  he  could.'^ 

§  158.  Tax  Title. — As  a  general  rule,  no  cotenant  will  be 
permitted  to  assert  against  his  companion  a  title  acquired  by 
purchase  at  tax  sale,  for  taxes  imposed  on  their  common 
property  during  their  joint  ownership.  Tax  titles  affecting 
undivided  interests  may  arise  from  a  sale  which  includes  the 
interest  of  all  the  owners,  or  from  a  sale  which  includes  the 
interest  of  but  one.  Where,  as  in  the  former  case,  the  co- 
tenant  purchasing  at  the  sale  is  himself  in  fault,  for  not  making 
payment  of  the  amount  due  on  his  own  moiety,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  his  purchase  cannot  be  enforced  against  his  com- 
panions, except  as  a  basis  for  compelling  them  to  reimburse 
him  for  their  pro  rata  of  the  sum  paid  to  release  the  common 
property  from  a  common  burden.^  But  where  the  purchasing 
cotenant  has  paid  his  taxes,  and  is  therefore  free  from  fault, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  relations  between  the  parties  im- 
posing any  obligation  on  either  to  pay  the  charge  upon  the 
moiety  of  the  other,  then  it  is  dijQficult  to  assign  any  reason 
for  restraining  the  tenant  not  in  default  from  bidding  for  his 
own  use  at  the  tax  sale.  A  payment  by  any  of  the  tenants 
relieves  him  from  liability  to  loss  through  any  subsequent 

■  Burrell  v.  Bull,  :i  Sandf.  Cli.  :iO;  Palmci-  i\  Young,  1  Vein.  270;  Ilauiiltou  r. 
Denny,  1  Ball  &  B.  199. 

-  Chapin  v.  Powers,  7  Paige,  147. 

^  Page  V.  Webster,  8  Mieh.  '2G3;  Butler  i;.  Porter,  1.3  Mich.  292;  Maule  v.  Itider,  r>l 
Pa.  St.  377;  Lloyd  v.  Lynch,  28  Pa.  St.  410:  Dowiut's  Adinr.  v.  Smith,  38  Vt.  407. 
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sale.     If  any  other  imdivicled  interest  be  sold,  it  must  be  de- 
ducted from  the  moieties  of  those  who  are  in  default.'     If  the 
parties  whose  interests  have  been  released  from  the  tax  lien 
are  free  from  all  further  obligation,  and  have  no  interests 
liable  to  be  divested  by  the  sale,  then  why  should  not  they  be 
permitted  to  bid  as  freely  and  with  the  same  effect  as  though 
the  sale  were  under  an  execution  issued  upon  a  separate  judg- 
ment against  the  other  cotenant?    In  California,  a  sale  of  the 
whole  property  to  a  tenant  in  common  has  been  held  to  pass 
the  legal  title  to  him,  on  the  ground  that  the  "statute  under 
which  the  sale  was  made  gives  conclusive  effect  to  the  deed, 
except  as  against  actual  frauds  and  prepayment  of  taxes." 
The  decision  here  referred  to  was  made  upon  an  appeal  from 
an  order  granting  the  purchaser  a  writ  of  assistance  to  place 
him  in  possession  of   an  undivided  interest  in  certain  real 
estate.     That,  even  under  this  statute,  the  purchaser  may  be 
treated  in  equity  as  a  trustee  for  his  cotenant,  is  certainly 
inferable  from  the  following  reasoning  of  the  Court:    "As  a 
general  rule,  neither  a  tenant  in  common  nor  a  mortgagee  can 
acquire  a  tax  title  and  set  it  up  against  his  cotenant  or  mort- 
gagor;  but  this  rule  rests  on  the  doctrine  of  constructive 
frauds,  and  is  not  applicable  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where 
the  fraud  must  be  actual.     It  is  possible  that  in  equity  the 
purchase  would  be  regarded  as  a  trust,  and  relief  administered 
on  that  ground,  but  in  this  proceeding  the  defendant  cannot 
avoid  the  effect  of  the  deed.     He  must  present  a  proper  case 
for  equitable  interference  before  the  assistance  of  the  Court 
can  be  invoked  in  his  behalf.     His  defense  is  based  on  the 
invalidity  of  the  deed,  and  under  the  statute  the  deed  cannot 
be  rejected  as  void.'"- 

g  159.     Repurchase  after  Lapse  of  Time  to  Redeem. — 

In  Pennsylvania,  it  seems  to  be  well  established  that  if  land 
be  sold  for  taxes  and  the  time  for  redemption  passed,  so  that 
an  absolute  and  indefeasible  estate  vests  in  the  purchaser, 
any  prior  existing  cotenancy  in  such  land,  together  with  the 
relations  and  obligations  incident  to  such  cotenancy,  is  de- 
termined and  set  at  naught.    Therefore,  either  of  the  late  co- 

'  Braker  v.  Devereaux,  8  Paige,  513.  '•'  Mills  v.  Tukey,  22  Cal.  379. 
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tenants  may  acquire  from  the  pui'chaser  at  the  tax  sale  the 
title  which  he  thereby  obtained,  and  may  hold  such  title  free 
from  all  tiiists  and  obligations  in  favor  of  his  former  co- 
tenant.'  In  the  case  in  which  this  conclusion  was  tii-st 
reached,  the  period  for  redemption  had  expired  some  eighteen 
jeai-s  prior  to  the  pui'chase  by  one  of  the  late  cotenants  from 
the  gi-antee  of  the  tax  deed.  But  in  a  subsequent  case,  the 
period  intervening  after  the  termination  of  the  time  allowed 
for  redemption,  and  before  the  purchase  of  the  tax  title  by 
one  of  the  part  owners,  was  not  more  than  one  year.  If  a 
long  period  elapses  after  the  creation  of  a  tax  title,  and  the 
ptu'chaser  is  regarded  and  treated  by  the  late  cotenants  as 
the  true  owner,  and  the  latter,  on  their  part,  have  abandoned 
all  pretensions  to  the  property,  then  it  may  be  that  either 
of  them  is  at  liberty  to  disregard  his  former  relations,  and 
to  purchase  the  whole  property  for  himself.  But  under  any 
other  circumstances,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  Pennsylvania 
cases  do  not  represent  the  time  state  of  the  law,  because  they 
are  directly  in  conflict  with  the  well  settled  rule  that  a  person 
under  ' '  any  legal  or  moral  obligation  to  pay  the  taxes  can- 
not, by  neglecting  to  pay  the  same  and  allowing  the  land  to 
be  sold  in  consequence  of  such  neglect,  add  to  or  strengthen 
his  title  by  purchasing  at  the  sale  himself,  or  by  subsequently 
buying  from  a  stranger  who  purchased  at  the  sale.  Other- 
wise, he  would  be  allowed  to  gain  an  advantage  from  his  own 
fraud  or  negligence  in  failing  to  pay  the  taxes.  "^ 

g  160.  The  husband  of  a  tenant  in  common,  or  of  a 
coparcener,  stands  in  such  a  relation  to  the  property  that  his 
acquisition  of  an  outstanding  claim  will  be  treated  as  though 
he  were  himself  one  of  the  cotenants.  The  information 
which  he  would  naturally  acquire  in  regard  to  the  common 
estate,  the  fact  that  he  would,  at  common  law,  be  entitled  to 
the  management  and  profits  of  his  wife's  moiety,  and  would 
thereby  be  enabled  to  obtain  the  confidence  of  the  other 
owners,  bring  him  as  much  Avithin  the  reason  of  the  rule  as 

'  Lewis  V.  llobiusoii,  10  Wutis,  :!5i;  Kirkpatrick  v.  iMatiiiot.  }  Watts  &  S.  251;  Uoin- 
both  V.  Zerbo  Run  Improvtmunt  Co.,  29  Pa.  St.  143. 
^  Moss  I'.  Shear,  25  Cal.  45;  Coppinger  v.  Rice,  33  Cal.  425. 
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though  he  were  one  of  the  immediate  cotenants.^  But  an 
executor  of  one  cotenant  may  buy  the  moiety  of  another  co- 
tenant  for  his  own  use.  The  purchase  will  not  be  held  in 
trust,  because  it  is  not  the  purchase  of  an  outstanding  or  ad- 
verse title,  nor  of  anything  in  reference  to  which  there  was 
any  fiduciary  relation  between  the  executor  and  the  heirs  of 
his  testator.^ 

§  161.  Duration  of  Restraints  on  assertion  of  Adverse 
Claims. — The  duration  of  the  restraint  upon  the  acquisition 
and  assertion  of  a  paramount  adverse  title  is  coextensive 
with  the  existence  in  fact  of  the  relations  of  cotenancy.  It 
can  neither  precede  the  cotenancy  nor  continue  after  the 
community  of  interest  has  ceased.  Nor  can  the  creation  of 
a  cotenancy  have  any  retroactive  effect  upon  the  rights  of 
any  of  the  parties.  No  breach  of  fidelity  or  good  faith  can 
be  presumed  from  a  purchase  before  the  cotenancy  com- 
menced. Therefore,  if  a  man  having  a  title  to  land,  there- 
after, in  conjunction  with  others,  acquires  another  claim  of 
title,  this  acquisition  does  not  impose  any  obligation  on  him 
not  to  assert  his  former  title,  nor  does  it  confer  on  his  co- 
tenants  any  right  to  participate  in  the  former  title  on  any 
other  terms  than  he  chooses  to  enforce.^  So  the  termination 
of  the  cotenancy  generally  releases  the  parties  from  any  re- 
straint imposed  by  it.  An  exception  to  this  rule  exists  when- 
ever the  former  cotenant  is  bound  by  a  warranty  of  title,  ex- 
press or  implied.  Hence,  where  partition  is  made,  "  as  the 
law  makes  each  partitioner  the  warrantor  of  the  others,  to  the 
extent  of  the  portion  allotted  to  him,  whether  there  be  an 
express  warranty  in  the  deed  or  not,  and  as  no  principle  is 
better  settled  at  common  law  than  that  a  warrantor  is  barred 
or  el5topped  to  claim  against  his  own  warranty,  it  seems  clearly 
to  follow  that  no  party  to  a  partition  can  be  permitted  to  as- 
sert an  adverse  title  for  the  purpose  of  ousting  another  party 
from   his  portion,  allotted  to   him   by  the  same   partition, 

'  Kothwell  V.  Dewees,  2  Black  U.  S.  618;  Lee  v.  Fox,  6  Dana..  176;  Young  i'.  Adams, 
14  B.  Monr.  127. 
-  Alexander  v.  Kennedy,  3  Grant's  Ca.  380. 
'  Sneed's  Heirs  v.  Atherton,  6  Dana,  279 
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tliough  there  be  no  express  warranty  in  the  deed."'  Where 
eotenants  became  antagonistic  to  each  other  in  tlieir  claims 
and  interests,  and  a  sale  of  their  joint  interests  was  made  bv 
virtue  of  an  order  of  Court,,  it  was  held  that  there  remained 
no  duty  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  either  of  them  not  to 
acquii-e  an  outstanding  mortgage,  and  that  such  mortgage, 
though  obtained  at  a  large  discount,  could  be  enforced  for 
the  full  amoimt  due  upon  it.^ 

^  162.  After  Eviction  the  Privity  between  the  Parties 
is  Destroyed. — "They  are  no  longer  tenants  in  common  of 
that  land,  because  it  is  taken  by  a  paramount  claim ;  and  for 
the  same  reason,  neither  of  them  has  any  longer  a  joint  or 
separate  interest  in  it.  It  belongs  to  another,  and  is  taken 
fi'om  theii-  common  stock  into  the  possession  of  that  other. 
"WTiere  there  is  no  common  interest,  the  privity,  and  all  con- 
sequences following  from  it,  necessarily  cease.  "•'  A  purchase 
of  this  paramount  title  made  after  the  eviction  "does  not 
affect  any  common  interest,  nor  create  any  common  right  or 
advantage."  Such  purchase,  therefore,  is  held  free  from  any 
trust  in  favor  of  the  purchaser's  late  cotenant.  And  where 
one  cotenant  has  ousted  the  other,  by  an  entry  on  the  land, 
claiming  and  exercising  the  rights  of  an  owner  in  severalty,  he 
may  buy  in  a  distinct  adverse  title,  and  assert  it  to  jsrotect 
and  retain  his  possession  against  his  cotenant.^ 

^  163.  Whether  must  have  Title  to  impose  Restraints. — 
A  question  lias^  been  raised  whether,  in  order  to  estop  a  party 
from  acquiring  an  adverse  claim,  he  must  not  be  tenant  in 
common  of  some  title.  In  some  cases  where  two  or  more  have 
purchased  from  one  whom  they  supposed  to  have  title,  and  it 
turned  out  that  he  had  none  whatsoever,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  each  was  at  liberty  to  obtain  the  whole  tract  from 
the  true  owner.  "The  bare  fact  that  each  had  been  cheated, 
neither  gave  any  right  to  the  other,  or  deprived  him  of  the 
full  ;u)d  absolute  right  to  purchase  from  the  real  owner,  Avlien 

'  Venabk-  k.  Beauclianii).  :!  Dana.  .32(;. 

-  Wells  I'.  Chapman,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  .Sjl.     See  also  neinhotli  r.  Z-'rl.e  Hnn  Improve- 
ment Co..  29  Pa.  St.  145. 
■'•  Coleman  r.  Coleman.  3  Dana,  40.'3. 
*  Larman  v.  Hney's  Heirs,  i:}  ]}.  Munr.  148;  Gillaspif  v.  Orfbnrn.  .'J  A.  K.  Marsh.  7S. 
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discovered. " '  The  cases  wliicli  approve  this  language  involved 
a  determination  of  the  rights  of  persons  who  had  made  pur- 
chases from  a  claimant,  believing  him  to  have  title.  The  lands 
purchased  seem  to  have  been  vacant  public  lands.  The  in- 
terest acquired  under  the  deed  was  neither  possession  nor  the 
right  to  the  possession.  It  was  properly  described  in  one  of 
the  cases  as  "mere  moonshine;"  and  in  each  case  it  was  ad- 
judged to  have  no  force  to  prevent  either  party  from  obtaining 
title  in  his  own  name  and  for  his  own  use  from  the  Government. 
These  cases  were  probably  determined  correctly.  But  it  is 
manifest  that  the  principles  enounced  in  them  should  be 
confined  to  identical  cases.  There  may  be  no  valid  objection 
to  permitting  a  person  to  acquire  for  his  own  use  vacant  lands 
owned  by  State  or  Federal  Government,  notwithstanding  he 
may  have  before  been  so  unfortunate  as  to  be  concerned  in  a 
joint  purchase  from  one  having  no  title.  But  to  say  generally 
that  co-grantees  are  not  liable  to  the  restraints  imposed  on 
cotenants  merely  because  they  obtained  no  title,  would  be  to 
except  out  of  the  general  rule  those  cases  in  which  equitable 
considerations  most  imperatively  demand  its  enforcement.  No 
doubt  in  these,  as  in  all  other  cases,  the  test  to  be  applied  is 
to  consider  the  actual  relations  of  the  parties  rather  than  their 
nominal  relations.  If,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  are 
named  as  co-grantees  in  a  deed,  they  acquired  nothing  from 
their  purchase,  and  either  never  exercised  the  rights  of  joint 
owners,  or  have  ceased  to  consider  themselves  within  the  re- 
lation of  cotenancy  on  account  of  their  failure  of  title,  then 
both  should  be  free  to  deal  with  the  subject  matter  of  their 
former  purchase.  If,  on  the  contrary,  though  they  have  no 
title,  the  parties  continue  to  regard  each  other  as  cotenants, 
and  if,  on  that  account,  they  are  apparently  sustaining  toward 
each  other  relations  of  trust  and  confidence,  then  neither 
should  be  at  liberty  to  act  in  hostility  to  the  interests  of  the 
other.  If  a  distinction  is  to  be  taken  in  regard  to  the  re- 
straints imposed  on  cotenants,  based  upon  the  difference  be- 
tween ivant  of  title  and  defective  title,  then  a  very  embarrassing 
question  must  frequently  arise  as  to  the  point  where  a  defective 
title  becomes  so  defective  that  it  may  be  regarded  as  "mere 

I  Smiley  v.  Dixon,  1  Penrose  &  Watts,  440;  Roberts  v.  Tliora,  25  Tex.  736. 
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moonshine."  Whenever  an  outstanding  title  is  paramount  to 
that  of  the  cotenants,  then  their  title,  though  some  may  tei-m 
it  defective  only,  is  in  fact  no  Me.  To  hold  that  cotenants  are 
bound  only  when  they  have  title  is  therefore  holding  that  they 
are  free,  except  when  neither  can  injure  the  other. 

§  164.  No  Restraints  on  Cotenants  Contracting  -with 
one  another. — The  cotenants  are  at  liberty  to  contract  with 
one  another,  in  relation  to  all  matters,  including  the  subject 
matter  of  the  tenancy.  One  may  lease  his  moiety  to  the 
other;  and  iipon  such  leasing,  the  parties  bear  to  each  other 
the  relations,  are  subject  to  the  obligations,  and  entitled  to 
the  rights,  of  landlord  and  tenant.  The  cotenant  leasing 
has  the  right  to  distrain  for  rent  due  on  the  lease.  ^  "Joint- 
tenants  may  make  a  subdivision  of  time  of  their  respective 
occupancy  of  the  property  held  in  joint-tenancy,  and  if  an 
injury  is  committed  upon  the  joint  right,  while  it  is  held  in 
the  exclusive  j)ossession  of  one  of  the  joint-tenants,  under 
the  subdivision,  trespass  may  be  sustained  by  the  exclusive 
possessor  for  the  time  being.  "^ 

I  165.  Either  may  buy  interest  of  other  at  Forced 
Sale. — The  reasons  which  prevent  a  cotenant  from  purchasing 
and  asserting  an  outstanding  title,  do  not  apply  with  equal, 
and  generally  not  with  any,  force  against  his  i^urchasing  the 
title  of  his  cotenants,  whether  the  sale  be  voluntary  or  in- 
voluntary. Unless  some  fraud  can  be  shown  to  have  been 
perpetrated,  or  some  superior  knowledge  taken  advantage  of, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  a  cotenant  may  purchase  at  an  execution 
or  judicial  sale  the  moiety  of  any  of  his  companions  in  interest, 
and  that  he  may  retain  and  assert  the  title  thereby  acquired, 
as  fully  as  though  he  were  a  stranger  to  the  judgment  defend- 
ant.^ But  it  seems  to  be  assumed  in  Pennsylvania,  that  if  a 
judgment  be  against  all  the  cotenants  for  a  joint  debt,  neither 
of  them  can  acquire  any  title  against  the  others  by  bidding 
in  their  joint  property  at  the  execution  sale;  and  that  the 
sheriff's  deed,  though  regularly  issued,  can  only  give  a  title 

'  Cowper  V.  Fletclier,  G  Bent  A  S.  470;  1  I'latt  Leases.  131 :  Siulgar  v.  Houston,  Cro. 
Jac.  Oil;  Story  w.  Johnson,  2  Yo.  <t  Col.  Excli.  58C. 
'^  CurtiH  V.  Swcaringen,  Brcfso,  IGO. 
^  Guntf-r  V.  LalTan,  7  Cal.  588;  Brittin  v.  Handy.  20  Ark.  404. 

C.  &  p.— 15 
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in  trust  for  the  cotenants  to  the  extent  of  their  shares  before 
the  sale.^ 

ACTS  PRESUMED  TO  BE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  COMMON  TITLE. 

§  166.  Acts  of  one  presumed  to  be  for  Benefit  of  all. — 
AH  acts  done  by  a  cotenant  and  relating  to  or  affecting  the 
common  property,  are  presumed  to  have  been  done  by  him 
for  the  common  benefit  of  himself  and  the  others.  The  re- 
lation between  him  and  the  other  owners  is  always  supposed 
to  be  amicable  rather  than  hostile ;  and  his  acts  are  therefore 
regarded  as  being  in  subordination  to  the  title  of  all  the  ten- 
ants, for  by  so  regarding  them  they  may  be  made  to  promote 
the  interests  of  all.^  Therefore,  as  a  general  proposition,  the 
entry  of  one  cotenant  enures  to  the  benefit  of  all.^  "But  this 
proposition  is  based  upon  the  supposition  that  the  entry  is 
made  either  eo  nominee,  as  cotenants,  or  that  it  is  silently 
made,  ^vithout  any  avowal  in  regard  to  it,  or  without  notice 
to  a  cotenant  that  it  is  adverse."*  "As  both  have  an  equal 
right  to  the  possession,  the  law  presumes  that  if  one  only 
enters,  and  takes  the  rents  and  profits,  he  does  this  act  as 
well  for  his  companion  as  for  himself.  But  this  presumption 
may  be  rebutted  by  the  overt  acts  of  the  one  so  entering :  by 
such  acts  as  show  that  he  means  to  hold  exclusively  for  him- 
self, without  being  accountable  to  any  one."^  "The  posses- 
sion or  entry  of  one  tenant  in  common,  or  joint-tenant,  is 
always  presumed  to  be  in  maintenance  of  the  right  of  all; 
and  he  shall  not  be  presumed  to  intend  a  wrong  to  his  com- 
panions, if  his  acts  will  admit  of  any  other  construction."* 
And  where  the  entry  was  made  upon  the  common  property, 
as  a  tenant  in  common,  the  subsequent  exclusive  receipt  and 
retention  of  the  rents  and  profits  were  not  deemed  sufiScient 
to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the  possession  was  held  in 

'  Gibson  v.  Winslow,  46  Pa.  St.  384. 

-  Baker  v.  Whiting,  3  Sumn.  485. 

^  Ford  y.  Gray,  Salk.  285;  Smales  v.  Dale,  Hob.  120:  Doe  v.  Keen.  7  T.  R.  386; 
GUkey  v.  Peeler,  22  Tex.  663;  Knox  r.  Silloway,  1  Fatrf.  201;  Young  v.  Adams,  14  B. 
Monr".  127;  Villard  v.  Robert,  1  Strob.  Eq.  393:  Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Huff,  1  Nev.  142. 

•»  Gill  V.  Fauntleroy,  8  B.  Monr.  188;  Manchester  v.  Doddridge,  3  Ind.  360:  Clymer 
V.  Dawkins,  3  How.  U.  S.  689. 

•"'  Bryan  v.  Atwater,  5  Day,  191;  Buckmaster  v.  Needham,  22  Vt.  617. 

**  Stearns  on  Real  Actions.  41. 
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support  of  the  common  title.'  'It  is  clear,  where  there  is 
no  visible  adverse  possession  of  a  part  of  a  tract,  an  entry  by 
any  cotenants  on  the  tract  gives  a  seii:iu  of  the  whole,  accord- 
ing to  their  titles ;  because  the  tract  is  not  severed  or  divided 
by  any  visible  bounds,  or  inclosure,  or  adverse  seizin;  and 
the  entry  must  inure  as  a  seizin  of  all  the  cotenants,  and  for 
their  benefit."'' 

§  167.  Possession  of  one  when  presumed  to  be  Posses- 
sion of  all. — The  entry  of  one  cotenant,  as  we  have  shown, 
is,  in  the  absence  of  clear  proof  to  the  contrary,  constnied  as 
conferring  seizin  upon  all.  And,  supported  by  the  same 
reasons,  and  prevailing  to  the  same  extent,  is  the  rule  that 
the  continuing  possession  of  a  cotenant,  whether  the  entry 
was  made  by  himself  alone  or  in  connection  with  his  com- 
panions, is  the  possession  of  all  the  cotenants.^  This  rule 
prevails  not  merely  in  behalf  of  those  who  were  cotenants 
when  the  entry  was  made:  its  benefits  extend  to  all  who 
afterwards  acquire  undivided  interests  in  the  property. 
Thus,  if  A  and  B  together  own  personal  property  of  which 
A  is  in  actual  possession,  and  B  sell  his  moiety  to  C,  the 
possession  of  A  immediately  becomes  the  possession  of  C 
also.  Therefore,  being  at  once,  by  presumption  and  con- 
struction of  law,  put  in  possession  as  tenant  in  common  with 
A,  it  is  not  necessary  that  C  should  take  actual  possession 
with  A,  to  make  his  purchase  good  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  as  against  the  creditors  of  B.  If  A,  the  cotenant  in 
possession,  had  sold  his  interest,  then  the  sale  should  have 
been  followed  by  an  actual  change  of  possession,  because 
there  was  no  cotenant  whose  actual  possession  could  have 
operated  for  the  benefit  of  A's  vendee.^  The  possession  of 
one  cotenant  has  been  held  to  be  the  constructive  possession 
of  his  companion,  even  when  the  latter  had  been  removed 
from  the  premises  by  the  sheriff,  acting  by  authority  of  a 

'  Thornton  v.  York  Bank,  15  Mc.  102;  Parker  v.  The  Proprietors,  .T  Met.  !»'J;  Alltri 
V.  Hall,  1  McCord,  131. 

-  Thoman  «.  Hatch,  3  Sumn.  181;  Cunningham  o.  Uobt^reon,  1  Swan,  138;  Chitty 
on  Descents,  .57. 

^  Strong  V.  Colter,  13  Minn.  82;  Bogard  v.  Jones,  It  Humph.  73!»;  Waring  v.  Crow. 
11  Cal.  3CC;  Colman  v.  ClemontH,  '23  Cal.  24.'*. 

*  Brown  v.  Graham.  24  111.  C.'JO. 
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writ  of  possession  issued  upon  a  judgment  against  the  party 
removed.^  But  it  seems  that  there  may  be  an  entry  made, 
and  possession  thereunder  held  by  a  tenant  in  common,  with- 
out conferring  any  seizin  upon  his  cotenants.  Thus,  where 
G  was  in  possession  of  land  claiming  title  thereto  under  a 
deed  from  H,  and  by  several  judgments  against  him  three- 
fourths  of  the  land  was  recovered  from  G,  and  entry  was 
made  under  these  judgments,  but  nothing  took  place  to  dis- 
turb the  actual  seizin  of  G,  the  Court  held  that  the  entries 
made  by  the  cotenants  who  sued  for  and  recovered  their  sev- 
eral moieties,  did  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  other  co- 
tenant.^  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  insisted  that  if  the  posses- 
sion of  one  of  the  cotenants  operates  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
it  follows  that  neither  of  them  can  be  disseized  by  a  stranger 
to  the  title,  who  recognizes  the  rights  and  respects  the  pos- 
session of  the  others.  "  The  possession  of  the  other  tenants 
in  common,  held  for  the  benefit  of  all,  would  seem  to  defeat 
any  attempt  to  create  an  adverse  seizin,  as  against  one."*  If 
a  person  enter  upon  lands,  and  acquire  possession  thereof 
adverse  to  the  true  title,  and  afterwards  recognizes  the  title 
of  part  of  the  owners,  and  abandons  his  adverse  holding  as 
against  them,  this  abandonment  revests  the  seizin  in  all  the 
rightful  co-owners,  including  the  cotenants  whose  rights  were 
not  directly  recognized  by  the  disseizor.* 

ACTS  AND  RESTRAINTS  OF  ONE  COTENANT  AFFECTING  THE  OTHERS. 

§  168.  No  Estoppel  against  one  aflfects  the  other.— As  a 
general  rule,  no  estoppel  created  against  either  of  the  coten- 
ants can  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  others.^  If  one  cotenant 
bring  an  action  in  regard  to  his  own  moiety,  the  judgment 
rendered  in  such  action  cannot  result  in  any  diminution  of 
the  rights  of  the  others.  Because  the  judgment  is  thus 
powerless  to  operate  upon  the  interest  of  the  cotenant  who  is 
not  a  party  to  the  action,  it  follows  that  he  is  not  precluded 

'  Bemecker  v.  Miller,  40  Mo.  474. 
'^  Oilman  v.  Stetson,  18  Me.  431. 

^  Farrar  v.  Eastman,  10  Me.  195;  Reading  v.  Roysttm  2  Salk.  423;  Vaughan  v.  Baccm, 
15  Me.  455. 

*  Vanghan  v.  Bacon,  15  Me.  457. 

*  Walker  v.  Perrjrman,  23  Ga.  314. 
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from  testifying  therein  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  his  com- 
panion.^ A  case  quite  recently  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Coui't  of  California,  furnishes  a  strong  illustration  of  the 
entire  freedom  of  every  tenant  in  common  from  adjudications 
to  which  he  is  neither  a  party  nor  a  privy.  W.  H.  &  H.  were 
sued  in  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausula  /regit  for  excavat- 
ing a  tract  of  which  they  each  owned  an  undivided  one-fourth. 
From  some  cause,  a  judgment  on  the  merits  was  rendered 
against  them,  which,  in  effect,  forever  precluded  them  from 
asserting  their  title.  Subsequently  S,  the  tenant  in  common 
of  the  remaining  undivided  one-fourth,  brought  his  action  of 
ejectment  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  suit,  seeking  to 
recover  possession  of  the  entire  tract.  Having  succeeded  in 
establishing,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  his  title  to  the 
undivided  one-fourth,  S  claimed  that  his  right  to  recover  the 
whole  tract  was  in  no  manner  impaired  by  the  adjudication 
against  his  cotenants.  In  conceding  and  enforcing  this  claim 
the  Court  said:  "The  plaintiff'  deraigns  his  title  to  one  un- 
divided fourth  of  the  premises  in  controversy  under  a  valid 
Alcalde  grant,  and  is  entitled  to  recover  possession  of  the 
whole  property  as  against  the  defendant,  who  has  shown  no 
title,  unless  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Sutton  v.  Woods  et 
al.  shall  have  the  effect  to  limit  the  recovery  to  the  one  un- 
divided fourth  only.  Neither  plaintiff  nor  his  grantors  were 
parties  to  that  action,  or  in  privity  with  the  defendants  there- 
in; and  it  is  conceded  that  his  rights  are  unaffected  by  the 
judgment.  But  it  is  said  Woods,  Hastings  &  Haskell,  the 
defendants  in  the  former  action,  who  were  then  cotenants  in 
common  with  plaintift"s  grantors,  are  concluded  by  the  judg- 
ment, and  are  estopped  thereby  from  setting  up  title  or  a  right 
to  the  possession,  as  against  the  present  defendant,  who  was 
the  plaintiff  in  that  action;  and  hence  that  the  present  plain- 
tiff is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  three- 
fourths  formerly  claimed  by  them,  and  to  which  it  is  argued 
the  defendant  has  the  better  title,  as  against  Woods,  Hastings 
&  Haskell.  But  one  of  the  incidents  of  a  tenancy  in  common 
holding  the  title  is,  that  each  of  the  cotenants  is  entitled  to 
the  exclusive  possession  of  the  entire  property,  as  against  the 

'  Boiuiett  u.  Hcithingtou,  10  Serg.  <V,  l{.  li>.');  Hamimtt  i'.  Blount.  I  Swaii,  3^5. 
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whole  world,  except  his  cotenants.  As  between  tenants  in 
common  and  a  trespasser,  each  tenant  in  common  is  better 
entitled  to  possession  than  a  wrongdoer.  The  former  is  seized 
per  mi  et  per  tout,  and  has  an  interest  in  the  whole,  which  en- 
titles him  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  entire  estate,  as  against 
every  one  except  his  cotenants.  Is  the  defendant  a  cotenant 
with  the  plaintiff?  If  so,  he  must  have  acquired  that  status 
by  means  of  the  judgment  in  the  former  action,  in  which  it 
was  adjudged,  as  between  him  and  Woods,  Hastings  &  Has- 
kell, he  had  the  better  right  to  the  possession.  But  he  did 
not  thereby  become  vested  with  their  title,  or  succeed  to 
their  interest  in  the  property.  The  judgment  added  nothing 
to  his  former  title,  but  left  it  as  it  was  before;  and  the  point 
decided  was  that  his  was  better  than  the  title  of  his  adver- 
saries. I  do  not  comprehend  how  all  this  can  have  the  effect 
to  convert  the  defendant  into  a  tenant  in  common  with  the 
plaintiff's  grantors,  who  were  not  parties  to  the  action,  and 
were  unaffected  by  the  judgment.  Notwithstanding  the  judg- 
ment, the  defendant,  so  far  as  it  concerns  the  plaintiff  and 
his  rights,  is  as  much  a  trespasser  now  as  when  he  first  en- 
tered on  the  lot;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  exception  to  the 
rule  that  as  against  a  trespasser  one  of  several  tenants  in 
common  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  entire  property. 
The  judgment,  it  is  true,  estops  Woods,  Hastings  &  Haskell 
from  asserting  title  as  against  the  defendant.  But  the}'  are 
not  asserting  it  in  this  action;  nor  are  their  rights  in  ques- 
tion here.  On  the  contrary,  plaintiff'  is  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  whole  property,  not  on  the  strength  of  their 
title  or  right  to  the  possession,  but  of  his  own,  as  one  of 
several  tenants  in  common,  having  a  better  right  as  such  to 
the  entire  property  than  a  mere  intruder  without  title.  Nor 
can  it  be  doubtful  that  the  plaintiff  and  Woods,  Hastings  & 
Haskell  are  still  tenants  in  common  notwithstanding  the  judg- 
ment in  the  former  action.  The  only  effect  of  the  judgment 
was  to  estop  the  defendants  therein  from  asserting  the  title 
which  they  claimed  against  Sutton,  the  present  defendant; 
and  the  Court  did  not  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  relation 
of  a  tenancy  in  common  then  existing  between  them  and  the 
plaintiff's  grantors.  No  question  of  that  kind  was  before  the 
Court,  and  of  course  it  had  no  power  to  deal  with  it,  if  it 
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had  attempted  to  do  so.  As  between  the  several  tenants  in 
common,  their  relations  toward  each  other  were  therefore 
wholly  unaffected  by  the  judgment.'" 

^  169.     Admissioa  made  by  one  Cotenant. — The  general 
rule  of   law  seems  to  be   established,   though  not  without 
doubt  and  dissension,  that,  when  two  or  more  are  jointly  in- 
terested, an  admission  made  by  one  is  binding  upon  all.^ 
The  general  impression  prevails  that  joint-tenants  form  no 
exception  to  this  rule.     This  impression,  while  it  does  not 
appear  to  be  founded  upon  any  direct  adjudication,  is  mani- 
fest from  a  number  of  decisions  in  which  the  question  was 
incidentally  considered.^     On  the  other  hand,  we  have  the 
excellent  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  that  a  lease  accepted  by  a 
joint-tenant  cannot  bind  his  cotenant:  "If  one  joyntenant  in 
fee  take  a  lease  for  yeares  of  an  estranger  by  deed  indented 
and  dyeth,  the   sui-vivour  shall  not  be  bound  by  the  con- 
clusion, because  he  claymes  above  it,  and  not  under  it."* 
l^Tiatever  the  law  upon  this  subject  may  be  w^hen  the  interest 
is  joint,  no  doubt  exists  that  a  mere  community  of  interest 
never  enables  one  of  the  parties  to  bind  the  others  by  any 
admission  in  reference  to  the  common  subject  of  ownership. 
Thus,  where  an  attempt  was  made  to  introduce  in  evidence 
the  admission  of  a  tenant  in  common,  for  the  purpose  of 
prejudicing  the  interests  of  his  companions,  the  Court  said: 
"Although  this  admission  might  have  been  sufficient  to  con- 
clude him,  if  he  had  been  the  only  plaintiff,  it  ought  not  to 
affect  the  interest  of  the  other  plaintiffs  who  claim  as  tenants 
in  common  with  him.     If  an  ejectment  is  brought  by  tenants 
in  common,  the  plaintiff  may  give  in  evidence  the  separate 
titles  of  the  several  lessors  to  separate  parts  of  the  premises, 
and  recover  accordingly.     But  it  would  seem  an  unjust  rule 
which  would  suffer  one  tenant  in  common  to  admit  away  the 
rights  of  others.     As  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  an 

'  Williams  v.  Sutton,  43  Cal.  71. 

-  Greenl.  Ev.  sec.  174;  1  Ch.  Ev.  75;  2  SUuk  Ev.  25;  Wliitcoinb  r.  Wliiting, 2  Doug. 
K.  B.  652. 

^  Bernard  v.  Walker,  2  Upper  Canda  K.  &  A.  lUp.  14G;  Lucas  v.  Delacour,  1  M.  A 
Sel.  249;  Crosso  v.  Bedinlicld,  12  Sim.  35;  KomMc  r.  l-'arron,  3  Ca.r.  &  P.  023;  Die- 
trich V.  Dietrich,  4  Watts,  1G7. 

*  Co.  Litt.  1&5  a. 
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admission  by  a  party  to  the  record  is  evidence  against  him 
who  makes  it — and  where  there  are  partners,  against  them 
also — but  not  against  others  who  happen  to  be  joined  as 
partners  to  the  suit."^  Where  a  deed  made  to  two  was 
claimed  to  have  been  intended  and  accepted  as  a  mortgage, 
it  was  sought  to  establish  the  character  of  the  deed  as  a  se- 
curity, by  introducing  in  evidence  the  admission  of  one  of 
the  grantees.  "Holding  them  to  be  tenants  in  common," 
said  the  Judge,  in  deciding  this  question,  "I  do  not  find  that 
the  admission  of  one  would,  on  general  principles,  be  bind- 
ing on  the  other;  on  the  contrary,  it  has  been  held  that  such 
an  admission  would  not  be  binding  against  the  cotenant  in 
common,  though  both  are  parties  on  the  same  side  of  the 
suit.  As  a  general  rule,  indeed,  such  an  admission  of  one 
cotenant  should  not  be  binding  on  the  other;  for,  admitting, 
in  this  case,  the  truth  to  be  that  the  deed  was  really  intended 
by  all  parties  to  be  an  absolute  conveyance,  as  it  imports,  it 
would  be  hard  and  unjust  that  the  owner  of  a  several  interest 
held  under  it  should  have  that  interest  cut  down  to  a  security 
only,  because  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety  had  chosen  for 
any  purpose  to  deny  that  the  intention  was  such  as  the  deed 
expressed."^  Joint-devisees  under  a  will,  like  tenants  in  com- 
mon, are  not  affected  by  an  admission  made  by  either  con- 
cerning the  validity  of  the  will.  Devisees  sometimes  stand 
upon  a  different  footing  from  cotenants  in  common.  The  in- 
terests of  the  former  are  generally  more  unequal  than  those 
of  the  latter.  "We  therefore  at  once  feel  the  justice  of  the 
rule  which  protects  a  legatee  who  has  thousands  involved  in 
the  question  from  being  prejudiced  by  the  admissions  of  one 
who  has  but  a  shilling."^  Whenever  the  Courts  have  assigned 
their  reasons  for  deciding  that  the  admission  of  one  cotenant 
in  common  should  not  bind  the  other,  the  chief  of  these 
reasons  has  always  been  the  manifest  injustice  of  allowing  one 
owner  to  be  deprived  of  his  property  by  the  declarations  of 
a  co-owner.     Now,  this  injustice  is  as  manifest  and  as  una- 

'  Dan  «.  Brown,  4  Cow.  492;  McClellan  v.  Cox,  36  Me.  101;  Caldwell  v.  Aager,  4 
Minn.  223;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  sec.  176;  Jaggers  v.  Binnings,  1  Stark.  Eep.  64. 

'■'  Bernard  v.  Walker,  2  Upper  Canada  E.  &  App.  146. 

3  Dietrich  v.  Dietrich,  4  Watts,  167;  Hauberger  v.  Eoot,  6  Watts  &  S.  437;  Bovard 
V.  Wallace,  4  Serg.  &  R.  499:  Niissearw.  Arnold,  13  Serg.  &  R.  323. 
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voidable  where  the  interest  is  joint  as  Avhere  it  is  several.  A 
joint-tenant  has  no  greater  control  over  his  companions  than 
a  tenant  in  common  has  over  his.  Why,  then,  should  one 
suffer  any  greater  detriment  than  the  other  by  the  act  or  ad- 
mission of  his  cotenant? 

^  170.  Representations  made  by  a  tenant  in  common 
stand  upon  the  same  gi'ouud,  and  are  controlled  by  the  same 
rules  of  law,  as  his  admissions.  They  can  create  no  estoppel, 
nor  furnish  a  basis  of  any  claim  against  the  other  cotenants 
in  common.  The  objection  to  binding  one  by  the  representa- 
tions of  another  is,  that  this  cannot  be  done  without  doing  an 
injury  to  him  who  has  not  participited  in  the  representations, 
and  making  him  responsible  for  the  default  of  one  over  whom 
he  can  exercise  no  control.'  This  objection  is  undoubtedly 
as  unanswerable  and  as  unavoidable,  in  the  case  of  joint- 
tenants  as  in  that  of  tenants  in  common. 

^  171.  Notice  to  One. — If  notice  to  one  part  owner  ever 
operates  as  notice  to  another,  it  is  rarely  by  reason  of  their 
relation  as  cotenants.  Unless  one  has  been  made  the  agent 
of  the  other,  by  virtue  of  partnership  relations,  or  of  some 
other  means,  neither  can  ordinarily  be  charged  and  held  ac- 
countable for  the  knowledge  of  the  other.  If  an  incumbrance 
or  conveyance  be  in  existence  affecting  the  title  to  land,  and  a 
purchase  be  made  by  several  jointly,  or  as  tenants  in  common, 
those  who  have  notice  of  the  incumbrance  or  conveyance  Anil 
hold  their  title  in  subordination  to  it,  while  those  who  did  not 
have  such  notice,  vdW  obtain  their  title  free  from  the  claim  to 
which  their  cotenants  are  subjected.^  The  rule  that  notice  to 
a  cotenant  is  not,  by  mere  force  of  the  relation  of  cotenancy, 
notice  to  any  of  his  companions,  imless  in  case  of  notices  to 
quit,  seems  to  prevail  without  any  qualifications  or  exceptions. 
An  estate  was  conveyed  to  a  husband  and  wife,  her  property 
forming  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance.  There  was 
then  in  existence  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  of  which  the  hus- 
band alone  had  notice.  This  mortgage  Avas  subsequently 
foreclosed  by  "a  regular  statute  foreclosure."    Afterwards,  a 

'  The  Dexter  Lime  Rock  Co.  v.  Doxtor,  G  R.  I.  373. 

■'  WiHwall  V.  McGown,  Tloffm.  Ch.  I'^f);  S.  C.  2  Barb.  270;  Parker  r.  Kane,  4  Wis.  1. 
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contest  was  carried  on  between  the  wife,  who  claimed  the 
land  as  surviving  tenant  by  entirety,  and  S,  who  claimed  as 
grantee  under  the  purchaser  at  the  foreclosure  sale.  The 
Court  by  which  this  contest  was  ultimately  determined  could 
not  see  how  the  wife  could  be  affected  "by  the  notice  which 
her  husband  had  of  the  unregistered  mortgage."  Her  claim 
was  neither  by,  through,  nor  under  her  husband,  nor  could 
she  be  charged  with  his  notice  by  reason  of  being  his  ^-ife.  ~ 
If  chargeable  at  all,  then,  it  must  have  been  on  account  of 
being  gi-antee  in  a  deed  with  one  who  had  notice.  But  upon 
this  point  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  as  stated  by  Judge  Bron- 
son,  was  as  follows:  "On  a  conveyance  to  two  or  more  per- 
sons, whatever  may  be  the  nature  of  their  estate,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  admit  that  notice  to  one  would  be  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  registry  laws  as  to  all  the  purchasers.  We  have 
not  been  referred  to  any  authority  in  support  of  such  a  posi- 
tion, nor  has  any  fallen  under  my  obserA'ation.  It  is  easy  to 
see  why  the  estate  of  the  fraudulent  vendee  should  fail,  but 
it  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  principle  the  other  and 
innocent  vendee  can  also  be  punished  for  his  transgression."^ 

g  172.  One  not  Prejudiced  by  Act  of  Another. — Except 
where  limitations  and  restraints  are  imposed  by  law  on  ac- 
count of  the  mutual  trust  and  confidence  arising  out  of  the 
relation  of  cotenancy,  each  of  the  parties  may  act  for  himself 
in  regard  to  his  own  moiety;  and  as  to  such  moiety,  has  all 
the  powers  of  management  and  disposition  incident  to  own- 
ership in  severalty.  Nor  can  his  powers  in  this  respect  be 
impaired,  or  his  rights  diminished,  by  any  act  of  his  com- 
panions. Hence,  if  a  survey  or  location  be  made  by  several 
of  the  cotenants,  and  thereafter  recognized  by  them  as  em- 
bracing the  true  location  and  extent  of  the  lands  in  which 
they  are  interested,  this  cannot  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
other  cotenants.  It  is  never  in  the  power  of  so7ne  "to  affect 
by  their  action  or  disclaimers  the  rights  of  other  claimants. 
No  action  of  a  portion  of  several  tenants  in  common  can  im- 
pair the  rights  of  their  cotenants.'"^  The  act  of  a  part  owner 
in  locating  his  land  under  a  deed,  is  in  nowise  binding  on  his 

'  Snyder  v.  Sponabk-,  1  Hill,  569.  ^  Mahoney  r.  Van  Winkle,  21  Cal.  582. 
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co-owners,  unless  ratilied  or  authorized  by  them.'  The  same 
rule  applies  to  contracts  made  in  regard  to  the  common  prop- 
erty. Neither  cotenant  can  enlarge,  vary,  or  i^enew  the  con- 
tract, or  continue  it  in  force  after  a  forfeiture  has  been  in- 
curred. A  note  was  given  for  the  amount  of  the  price  agreed 
to  be  paid  for  certain  land.  On  payment  of  this  note,  a  con- 
veyance of  the  land  was  to  be  made.  When  the  note  became 
due,  payment  thereof  was  demanded,  and  the  demand  was  ac- 
companied by  the  tender  of  a  deed.  The  maker  of  the  note 
declared  himself  unable  to  make  payment,  and  stated  that 
he  would  have  to  give  up  his  contract.  Some  three  years 
later,  payment  of  the  note  was  tendered  to  one  of  the  part 
owners,  who  refused  to  accept  it.  The  tender  was  then  made 
to,  and  the  money  accepted  by,  the  other  owner.  This  accept- 
ance was  held  to  be  binding  on  him  who  received  it;  and  the 
purchaser's  bill  for  specific  performance  was  dismissed  as  to 
the  cotenant  who  had  refused  to  waive  the  forfeiture.^ 

g  173.  When  Cotenant  affected  by  Refusal  of  his  Com- 
panion to  Act. — While  no  act  of  a  cotenant,  unless  author- 
ized or  ratified,  can  ordinarily  have  any  effect  against  his 
companions,  a  refusal  to  act  may  sometimes  affect  those  who 
do  not  participate  in  nor  sanction  the  refusal.  Thus,  if  the 
cotenants  are  jointly  bound  to  make  a  conveyance,  and,  upon 
demand,  one  of  them  refuses  to  do  so,  a  good  cause  of  action 
at  once  arises  against  all  bound  by  the  agreement.  The 
reason  of  this  is,  that  the  party  demanding  has  a  right  to  a 
conveyance  of  the  ichole  title.  If  one  of  the  parties  posi- 
tively refuses,  the  rights  of  the  beneficiary  under  the  contract 
can  only  be  enforced  by  suit.  Therefore,  he  is  excused  from 
making  any  further  demand,  since  no  act  on  the  part  of  the 
others  could  avert  the  necessity  of  a  proceeding  against  them 
in  connection  with  their  cotenant,  who,  on  his  part,  declines 
to  fulfil  the  joint  engagement.^ 

g  174.  Bound  by  Beneficial  Acts. — "  Every  act  done  by 
one  joint-tenant  which  is  for  the  benefit  of  his  companions 
will  bind  them;    but  those  acts  which  prejudice   his  com- 

'  JackHon  v.  Moore,  G  Cow.  723.  -  Pcarib  ii.  Covillaud,  C  Cal.  U20. 

a  Blood  V.  Goodricl).  9  Wend.  79. 
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panions  in  estate  will  not  bind  them;  and  if  the  benefit  be 
doubtful,  two  joint-tenants  have  no  right  to  elect  for  a  third." ' 
The  general  proposition  of  law,  as  above  quoted,  is  well  sus- 
tained by  the  common  law  authorities.  But  it  is  evident  that 
many  distressing  questions  may  arise  as  to  what  acts  are  neces- 
sarily presumed  to  be  so  beneficial  as  to  authorize  either  joint- 
tenant  to  bind  the  others.  Upon  this  subject,  the  reports 
furnish  no  rules  of  general  application.  They,  however,  con- 
tain adjudications  in  a  variety  of  cases,  by  which  cotenants 
were  held  to  be  affected  by  acts  of  their  companions.  It  is 
doubtful  whether  these  adjudications  can  be  referred  to  any 
one  general  principle.  Some  of  them  proceed  upon  the  theory 
that  the  act  was  binding  because  for  the  common  benefit; 
others,  upon  the  theory  that  for  certain  purposes,  and  under 
certain  circtmistances,  one  cotenant  has  necessarily  the  right 
to  act  on  behalf  of  the  others;  and  still  other  cases  proceed 
upon  the  assumption  that,  in  certain  instances,  cotenants  or 
co-obligees  may  be  treated  in  law  as  one  person;  and  that  a 
payment  to,  or  a  release  by,  one  must  therefore  be  regarded 
as  a  satisfaction  to  all.  One  of  the  instances  in  which  an  act 
sanctioned  by  less  than  the  whole  number  has  been  considered 
the  act  of  aU,  because  presumed  to  be  beneficial  to  all,  is 
distraining  for  rent.  Whenever  two  or  more  claim  by  one 
and  the  same  title,  whether  as  joint-tenants,  parceners  by 
common  law,  or  parceners  by  custom,  either  of  them  may  dis- 
train for  the  rent  due  to  all.''  This  rule  does  not  appear  to 
be  dependent  upon  any  presumption  that  one  is,  for  this  pur- 
pose, the  agent  of  the  other;  for  it  prevails,  notwithstanding 
the  conceded  fact  that  one  of  the  cotenants  refused  to  sanction 
the  distress.^ 

§  175.  Acts  to  Preserve  Common  Property. — It  has  been 
determined,  where  property  owned  by  several  as  tenants  in 
common,  was  in  such  imminent  peril  that  some  active  measures 
were  essential  to  its  protection,  that  one  of  the  part  owners 
present  on  the  ground  at  the  point  of  danger,  "had  the  right 

'  Addison  on  Contracts,  334. 

'^  Leigh  V.  Shepherd,  5  Moore,  297;  2  Bro.  &  B.  465;  Robinson  v.  Hofman,  4  Bing. 
562;  Pullen  v.  Palmer,  5  Mod.  72;  Page  v.  Stedman,  Carth.  364. 
^  Robinson  *-.  Hofman,  6L.  .T.  Rep.  C.  P.  113;  4  Bing.  562;  3  Car.  &  P.  234. 
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to  adopt  such  means  for  its  protection  from  injuries  by  the 
flood  as  the  exigencies  of  the  time  seemed  to  require." 
Therefore,  any  person  who  acted  in  such  circumstances  under 
directions  from  one  of  the  cotenants,  in  an  attempt  to  preserve 
the  property,  "  ought  not  to  be,  and  cannot  on  any  just  prin- 
ciple be,  rendered  liable  in  damages  for  the  injuries  that  fol- 
lowed. "^ 

§  176.  Redemption  of  Lands. — One  of  the  acts  that  either 
part  owner  may  do,  without  special  authority  from  the  others, 
is  to  redeem  the  whole  property  from  a  prior  sale  made  in 
solido  for  the  gross  amount  of  taxes  due  thereon.^  While  the 
other  cotenants  may  participate  in  the  benefit  of  the  redemp- 
tion, the  act  of  their  companion  is  not  binding  on  them  so 
far  as  to  impose  upon  them  a  personal  obligation  to  reimburse 
him  for  their  proportion  of  the  amount  necessarily  expended 
in  effecting  the  redemption.  The  amount  thus  expended  may, 
no  doubt,  be  asserted  as  a  lien  against  the  joint  property. 
But  beyond  this,  the  cotenant  has  no  means  of  enforcing  con- 
tribution; because  the  other  cotenants  had  the  right  to  aban- 
don their  interest  in  the  lands,  and  to  forfeit  all  claims  to  it, 
by  non-payment  of  the  tax  liens  against  it.^  But  in  California, 
under  a  statute  permitting  a  minor  to  make  his  redemption 
within  six  months  after  attaining  his  majority,  it  has  been 
decided  that  such  minor  had  no  right  to  redeem  beyond  the 
extent  of  his  own  interest,  when  he  was  tenant  in  common 
with  others  who  were  not  under  any  disability,  but  had  per- 
mitted their  time  for  redeeming  to  expire.''  The  general  rule 
is  that,  "If  the  equity  of  redemption  be  the  property  of 
several  persons  as  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  one 
of  them  may  redeem;  each  as  against  an  incumbrance,  and 
subject  to  account  with  his  cotenant,  being  entitled  to  pos- 
session and  receipt  of  the  whole  of  the  rents."*  "But  it 
seems  one  cannot  redeem  his  moiety  only;  for  this  would  be 
directly  contrary  to  the  principle  that  a  mortgage  is  to  be  re- 
deemed entirely,  or  not  at  all."** 

'  Crary  v.  Campbell,  24  Cal.  C37. 

''  Loomis  V.  Piugree,  43  Mo.  299;  HaiRoy  v.  Blood,  29  Pa.  St.  322. 

3  WatkinH  «.  Eaton,  30  Mo.  534. 

*  Quinn  v.  Kf-nncy,  Oct.  Term,  1873.    8oo  also  Kirkham  v.  Dupont,  14  Cal.  559. 

»  PiBher  on  MortH.  52G;  Waugh  v.  Land,  G.  Coop.  130;  Wj-nno  v.  8tyan,  2  Ph.  300. 

«  FisLer  on  Morta.  52C. 
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§  177.  Authority  of  one  to  receive  Payment  of  Rent. — 
In  a  case  which  came  before  Lord  Kenyon,  involving  the  de- 
termination of  the  question  whether  the  lessee  of  several 
tenants  in  common  might  pay  the  whole  rent  to  one,  after 
notice  requiring  him  not  to  do  so,  his  Lordship  said:  "In 
order  to  maintain  plaintiff's  case,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to 
prove  that  a  terre  tenant  may  pay  the  whole  rent  to  one  ten- 
ant in  common,  not  only  without  the  concurrence  of  both, 
but  contrary  to  express  notice  of  the  other.  But  no  case,  no 
resolution  in  the  books,  has  been  cited  to  warrant  such  a 
position,  and  all  the  analogous  cases  are  the  other  way. 
Therefore,  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  the  argument  of  anal- 
ogous cases,  being  with  the  avowant,  and  the  payment  having 
been  made  after  notice  and  against  conscience,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  avowant  is  entitled  to  judgment."'  This 
case  upheld  the  right  of  a  tenant  in  common  to  distrain  for 
his  moiety  of  the  rent  after  it  had,  contrary  to  his  expressed 
wish,  been  paid  to  a  cotenant.  So  far  as  we  can  ascertain, 
this  opinion  of  Lord  Kenyon's  has  never  been  directly  called 
in  question.  In  fact,  no  precisely  similar  case  seems  to  have 
either  before  or  since  found  its  way  into  the  reports.  But  in 
the  absence  of  express  notice  not  to  do  so,  it  seems  clear 
that  a  lessee  holding  under  a  joint  lease  may  pay  the  whole 
of  the  rent  to  either  of  his  lessors,  and  that  such  payment 
will  be  a  full  discharge  of  the  claims  of  each  and  all  of  such 
lessors,  by  whatever  cotenancy  their  title  may  be  held.- 

§  178.  Authority  to  receive  Payment  of  Joint  Demand. 
— As  between  bankers  and  their  customers,  the  rule  of  law  is, 
that  if  a  deposit  be  made  by  two  or  more  jointly,  the  bank 
is  not  authorized  to  allow  a  withdrawal  of  any  part  thereof, 
without  the  joint  order  of  the  depositors.^  "With  this  excep- 
tion, a  debt,  demand,  or  other  personal  obligation  due  jointly 
to   two   or  more  persons   ma}-  be   released  by  payment  to 

'  Harrison  v.  Barnby,  5  T.  R.  249. 

-  Decker  v.  Johnson,  15  Johns.  481;  Sherman  v.  Ballon,  8  Cow.  308;  Grossman  v. 
Lauber,  29  Ind.  621;  Griffin  v.  Clark,  33  Barb.  46.  As  to  joint-tenants,  see  Robinson 
V.  Hoffman,  4  Bing.  562;  3  Car.  &  P.  234;  1  Moore  &  P.  474;  Husband  v.  Davis,  10 
Com.  B.  645;  Webb  v.  Ledsam,  19  Jur.  775;  1  Kay  &  J.  385. 

■■•  Inncs  p.  Stephenson.  1  Moody  &  R.  145. 
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either.'  It  may  also  be  discharged  by  an  accord  and  satis- 
faction with  one  of  the  joint  payees,  by  which  he  has  ac- 
cepted part  payment  in  coin,  and  allowed  a  set-off  against 
himself  for  the  balance.  Upon  the  death  of  a  joint  payee, 
the  entu"e  debt  suiTives  to  the  other.  If  payment  to  one 
were  not  a  discharge  of  the  entire  debt,  then  it  might  happen 
that  he  who  had  received  the  debt  might,  by  virtue  of  his 
right  as  survivor,  recover  the  icliolc  again.  If  the  debt  is 
secured  by  a  mortgage,  either  of  the  mortgagees  may  receive 
payment,  and  discharge  the  whole  lien.^  "So  far  as  the 
mortgagor  is  concerned,  all  the  mortgagees  are  to  be  re- 
garded as  one  person,  and  he  has  a  right  to  deal  with  each 
as  representing  all.  By  accepting  a  joint  mortgage,  each 
mortgagee  gives  to  every  other  the  power  which  this  prin- 
ciple implies,  as  each  member  of  a  copartnership  clothes 
each  of  his  copartners  with  power  to  bind  him  in  all  matters 
^\athin  the  scope  of  their  joint  business.  Except  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  payment  and  acknowledging  satisfac- 
tion, the  powers  of  an  ordinary  joint  obligee  over  the  obliga- 
tion would  not  probably  correspond  with  those  of  a  partner; 
but  to  that  extent,  they  must  be  identical,  otherwise  the  ob- 
ligor could  never  safely  i^ay  to  one  of  the  several  obligees. 
The  certificate  of  one  mortgagee,  therefore,  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  mortgagor  to  a  discharge  of  his  mortgage  on  the 
record."* 

^  179.  Release. — The  general  rule,  sanctioned  at  least  by 
all  the  early  and  most  of  the  late  authorities,  is  that  Avhenever 
the  cavise  of  action  existing  in  favor  of  any  number  of  coten- 
iints  is  joint,  the  release  hy  one  bars  an  action  by  the  others.^ 
And  it  seems  that  in  all  personal  actions  "tenants  in  common 
may  have  such  actions  personal  joyntly  in  all  their  names,  as 
of  trespasse,  or  of  offences  Avhich  concern  their  tenements  in 
common,  as  for  breaking  their  houses,  breaking  their  closes, 

'  Wallace  v.  Kelsall,  7  Mees.  &  W.  264;  Husband  r.  Duvis.  10  Com.  B.  645;  Jouis  r. 
Yates.  9  Bam.  .t  C.  532;  Fittli  r.  Fonnan.  14  Jolms.  174;  Pierson  n.  Hooker,  11  Johns. 
(J8;  2  Cowen'K  Trtatlse,  2d  ed.  772;  Bulkley  c.  Dayton.  14  Johns.  387. 

■'  The  People  V.  Keyser,  28  N.  Y.  228;  Bowes  v.  Seejjer,  8  Watts  .t  8.  222. 

-  Selden,  J.  in  The  People  v.  Keyser,  28  N.  Y.  235. 

*  Ruddfxk's  Cane,  6  Co.  25  (/;  Itu/ing  v.  Ruddoek  Cro.  Eliz.  648;  Pierson  r.  Hooker, 
3  Johns.  70. 
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feeding,  wasting  and   defowling  theii-  grasse,  cutting  their 
woods,  for  fishing  in  their  pischary,  and  such  like.     In  this 
case,  tenants  in  common  shall  have  one  action  jointly,  and 
shall  recover  jointly  their  damages,  because  the  action  is  in 
the  personalty  and  not  in  the  realtie."'    Therefore,  an  action 
for  trespass  on  their  land,  being  strictly  personal,  may  be 
barred  by  a  release  from  either  of  the  cotenants.^    It  is  said 
the  failure  to  interpose  the  release  by  way  of  plea  in  abate- 
ment, is  of  no  consequence.     "The  right  to  release  the  action 
arises  out  of  the  right  to  control  and  discharge  the  ground  of 
action.     And  if  the  cause  of  action  may  be  released  after 
action  brought,  it  may  be  after  it  has  arisen  and  before  that 
time."^    But,  in  another  case,  it  is  said  that  if  the  cotenant 
who  has  not  released,  commences  a  s*^Darate  suit,  the  release 
is  not  available,  unless  pleaded  in  abatement.*     A  member  of 
a  proprietary  cannot  release  a  claim  for  damages,  because  the 
right  of  action  never  accrued  to  him  but  to  the  whole  body. 
As  he  could  not  have  sustained  nor  controlled  any  action, 
either  by  himself  nor  in  conjunction  with  others,  he  cannot 
prejudice  its  maintenance  by  those  who  are  entitled  to  sus- 
tain and  control  it.'^     But  there  are  cases  which  seem  to  de- 
part from  the  common  law  rule,  in  regard  to  a  release  given 
by  a  cotenant.     Thus,  in  one  case,  an  action  was  brought  by 
two,  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  some  steers  of 
which  they  were  tenants  in  common.     One  of  the  plaintiffs 
settled  with  the  defendant  and  gave  him  a  release.     But  the 
Court  held  that,  "a  settlement  of  the  action  by  one  tenant  in 
common,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  will  only  enure  as 
a  settlement  of  the  damages  belonging  to  the  party  settling."^ 
This  decision  was  not  made  in  the  Court  of  last  resort  in  the 
State  in  which  it  was  pronounced;  nor  does  it  appear  to  be  in 
harmony  with  either  the  later  or  the  earlier  decisions  in  the 
same  State;  but  so  far  as  it  denies  the  right  of  a  cotenant  to 
release  his  companion's  share  of  damages,  it  is  supported  by 

I  Litt.  sec.  315. 

-  Austin  V.  HaU,  13  Johns.  286;  Kimball  v.  Boynton,  22  Me.  291;  Kimball  v.  WU- 
&on,  3  N.  H.  96. 
^  KimbaU  v.  Boynton,  22  Me.  291. 
*  Wilson  V.  Gamble,  9  N.  H.  75. 
^  Allen  V.  Woodward,  2  Foster,  544. 
•-  Gock  V.  Keneda,  29  Barb.  122. 
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the  principles  laid  down  in  the  highest  judicial  tribunals  of 
some  of  the  other  States.' 

^  180.  Giving  Notice  to  Quit.  -In  England,  there  seems 
to  be  but  little  doubt  Lhafc  in  case  of  a  joint  lease  by  two  or 
more  cotenants,  a  notice  to  quit  is  effectual  to  teiminate  the 
tenancy  though  given  by  less  thaa  the  whole  number  of  the 
lessors.  The  reason  of  this  rule  was  thus  explained  by  Lord 
Tenterden:  "Upon  a  joint  demise  by  joint-tenants  upon  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year,  the  tnie  character  of  the  tenancy 
is  this,  not  that  the  tenant  holds  of  each  the  share  of  each  so 
long  as  he  and  each  shall  please,  but  that  he  holds  the  lohole 
of  all  so  long  as  he  and  all  shall  please;  and  as  soon  as  ;my 
one  of  the  joint-tenants  gives  a  notice  to  quit,  ho  effectually 
puts  an  end  to  that  tenancy :  the  tenant  has  a  right,  upon  such 
notice,  to  give  up  the  loliole,  and  unless  he  comes  to  a  new  ar- 
rangement with  the  other  joint-tenants  as  to  their  shares,  he 
is  compellable  so  to  do.  Tho  hardship  upon  the  tenant,  if  he 
were  not  entitled  to  treat  a  notice  from  one  as  putting  an  end 
to  the  tenancy  as  to  the  whole,  is  obvious ;  for  however  willing 
a  man  might  be  to  be  sole  tenant  of  an  estate,  it  is  not  very 
likely  he  should  be  willing  to  hold  undivided  shares  of  it; 
and  if,  upon  such  a  notice,  the  tenant  is  entitled  to  treat  it  as 
putting  an  end  to  the  tenancy  as  .-i  whole,  the  other  joint-tenants 
musj^have  the  same  right.  It  cannot  be  optional  on  on<^,  side, 
and  on  one  side  only."-  The  case  of  Right  v.  CutheU," 
which  may  seem  to  sustain  a  different  conclusion  from  that 
of  Lord  Tentei'deu,  was  apparently  determined  upon  the  pe- 
culiar phraseology  of  the  lease.  This  lease  contained  a  pro- 
viso that  it  might  be  terminated  by  either  party  upon  notice 
in  Avriting,  under  his  or  iheh'  respective  hands.  It  was,  there- 
fore, held  that  ■  notice  to  quit,  given  by  two  <jut  t)f  three  of 
the  lessors,  was  insufficient,  because^  it  was  not  under  the 
hands  of  all,  as  the  lease  contemplated  it  should  bo.  The 
reasons  urged  foi-  declaring  a  notice  to  (piit  effectual,  though 

'  Louglcllow  I).  Quinsby,  2'.)  Mc.  liUi;  Baker  .-.Jewell,  C.  Mass.  400;  Ilollaiid  o.  Wold. 
■i  Grcoiil.  2')'). 

-  litKt,  (1.  Anliii  I'.  Suinmorrtctt,  1  15.  A  Ad.  140;  Alt'ord  r.  Vickciy,  1  Cur.  it  AI.  2«(); 
Doo.  d.  Kiiid(rsk:y  r.  Hughes,  7  Mees.  &  W.  141. 

■  .'<  Ea.st,  191. 
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given  by  less  than  the  whole  number  of  the  lessors,  are  as 
applicable  to  a  joint  demise  made  by  tenants  in  common,  as 
to  such  a  demise  when  made  by  joint-tenants.  The  lessee, 
when  one  or  more  of  his  lessors,  holding  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, gives  a  notice  to  quit,  is  no  longer  the  lessee  of  all,  and 
ought  not  to  be  required  to  hold  a  lease  for  a  moiety  when  he 
originally  contracted  for  the  wliole.  The  further  question 
arises  whether  the  lessee,  though  he  cannot  continue  as  lessee 
of  the  whole,  should  not  be  allowed  to  continue  lessee  of  the 
moiety  for  which  no  notice  had  been  given.  "To  hold  that 
a  notice  to  quit  by  one  of  several  lessors  must  terminate  the 
entire  lease,  might  be  a  great  hardship  to  the  tenant,  as  it 
might  compel  him  to  give  up  what  it  would  be  for  his  interest 
to  hold,  and  what  he  had  not  been  called  upon  to  surrender 
by  the  owner."  The  only  American  case,  coming  within  our 
observation,  which  treats  upon  this  subject,  holds  that  a  no- 
tice to  quit,  given  by  part  of  the  lessors,  cannot  so  terminate 
the  entire  tenancy  as  to  enable  all  the  lessors  to  maintain 
summary  proceedings  under  the  landlord  and  tenant  act.  It 
is  also  clear  that  the  Court  which  determined  this  case  was 
inclined  to  doubt*  the  correctness  of  what  we  have  stated  to 
be  the  law  in  England,  and  to  assert  that,  ' '  if  the  lease  by 
joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common  be  in  the  usual  form,  it 
will  be  regarded  as  a  demise  by  each  of  his  own  share  only, 
and  for  aught  we  can  see,  must,  upon  authority,  stand  much 
upon  the  same  footing  as  separate  leases,  so  far,  at  least,  as 
respects  the  question  before  us.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
lease  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  joint  demise  by  all,  then  a 
notice  by  all  would  seem  to  be  necessary  to  determine  it,  for 
it  can  hardly  be  concluded  that  a  joint  demise  could  be  de- 
termined by  a  single  lessor,  unless  so  stipulated."'  Whether 
a  notice  by  one  or  more  lessors  shall  or  shall  not  be  held  to 
terminate  the  tenancy  between  the  lessee  and  the  lessor  who 
did  not  join  in  giving  or  authorizing  such  notice,  it  is,  in 
either  event,  clear  that  neither  cotenant  has,  by  virtue  of 
the  ordinary  relations  of  cotenants,  any  authority  to  act  as 
agent  of  his  companions,  in  giving  such  notice.  If  the  no- 
tice has  any  effect  over  the  moieties  of  the  owners  who  do 

'  Picardr.  Perlev.  45  N.  H.  191. 
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not  imite  in  it,  this  effect  arises  not  from  any  presumed  rela- 
tion between  the  cotenant  authorizing  one  to  act  as  agent  for 
the  other,  but  from  the  nature  of  the  leasing,  and  from  the 
natural  and  reasonable  presumption  that  the  lessee  never  con- 
templated being  a  lessee  of  an  undivided  interest. 

I  181.  Receiving  Notice  to  Quit. — It  has  been  held  that 
a  notice  to  quit,  where  there  are  two  lessees,  need  not  be 
served  on  but  one  of  them ; '  and  that  such  service  is  at  least 
evidence  that  the  notice  rea-ched  the  other  lessee,  though  he 
lived  elsewhere.^  No  case  overraling  or  even  doubting  the 
correctness  of  this  conclusion  has  come  within  ovu-  observa- 
tion. Probably,  no  siich  cases  exist.  But  if  a  notice  to  quit 
operates  upon  the  rights  of  a  lessee  upon  whom  it  ^vas  never 
served,  then  it  must  be  admitted  that  an  unjust  and  unreason- 
able exception  has  been  established  to  the  general  nile,  that 
notice  to  a  cotenant  is  not  notice  to  his  companions. 

^  182.  Cotenants  cannot  Contract  for  each  other. — As 
a  general  rule,  no  cotenant  has,  by  virtue  of  the  relation  of 
cotenancy,  any  authority  to  bind  his  companions  in  interest 
by  any  contract,  whether  relating  to  the  joint  property  or 
otherwise.  Therefore,  neither  can,  in  the  absence  of  special 
authority  so  to  do,  make  a  valid  leasing  of  the  moiety  of  his 
companions.^  And  "we  believe  that  there  is  no  principle  in 
law  better  settle<:l  than  that  one  joint-tenant,  or  even  partner, 
cannot  bind  a  cotenant  or  copai^tner  in  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  real  property,  Arithout  an  express  authority  before  the 
contract  is  made,  or  a  ratification  of  the  contract  after- 
wards."* The  same  rule  applies  to  any  promise  made  by  one 
of  the  cotenants  on  behalf  of  l)oth;''  nor  is  such  promise 
rendered  more  binding  on  the  one  who  did  not  assent  to  it 
by  the  fact  that  he  was  a  copartner  with  his  cotenant  in  a 
firm  which,  however,  had  been  dissolved  before  the  promise 
was  made.'' 

'  Doe,  d.  Macartney  r.  Crick,  5  Esp.  1%. 

■^  Doe,  d.  Bradford  v.  Watkins,  7  East,  551. 

•'  Mussey  v.  Holt,  4  Foster,  254. 

♦  Hanks  v.  Enloe,  33  Tex.  C27. 

5  BrookH  V.  Harris,  12  Ala.  r,GO:  Merrill  v.  Berksiiire,  11  I'icK.  271. 

«  Lane  v.  Tyler,  49  Me.  252. 
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'd  183.     Transfer  by  one  Cotenant. — Neitlier  of   the  co- 
tenants  has  any  authority,  by  virtue  of  the  relation  of  coten- 
ancy, to  transfer,  or,  by  any  means,  to  dispose  of  the  common 
projperty.'    Of  course,  if  there  is  anything  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish .m  implied  or  an  express  delegation  of  authority,  the  rule 
is  different;  for  one  cotenant  is  not  precluded  from  acting  as 
agent  for  his  companion,  when  duly  authorized.     So  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  subject  matter  of  ownership  is  acquired 
may  be  such  as  to  necessarily  create  a  presumption  that  one 
of  the  owners  is  empowered  to  dispose  of  the  whole  prop- 
erty.    Therefore,  wheu  the  whole  title  is  claimed  to  have 
passed  by  a  sale  made  by  a  part  owner,  testimony  is  always 
admissible  to  show  that  he  had  authority  to  act  for  his  co- 
tenant,  or  that,  in  the  absence  of   such   authorization,   the 
latter  has  ratified  the  act.     If   the  article  was  manufactured 
for  sale,  then  there  wor.id  arise  a  strong  and  perhaps  a  con- 
clusive presumption  in  favor  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  that 
either  part  owner  was  empowered  to  sell  the  whole.'     But 
where  L  and  M,  being  owners  as  tenants  in  common  of  an 
oil-well,  coastructed  a  tank  and  filled  it  with  their  oil,  agree- 
ing that  the  oil  should  not  be  sold  until  $5  per  barrel  could 
be  procured  for  it,  and  L  sold  'iha  wliole  for  $1  25  per  barrel, 
it  was  held  that  the  sale   did  not  convey  any  legal  or  other 
title  to  the  purchasers  in  excess  of  L's  owner-ship.  =*     Bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes,  made  in  favor  of  two  or  more 
persons,  are  subject  to  the  general  rule,  and  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred by  any  less  than  the  whole  number  of  the  payees.*    If, 
at  the  making  of  the  note  oj.-bill,  the  payees  were  partners, 
and  each  had,  on  that  account,  authority  to  make  a  transfer 
for  the  others,  this  authority  is  revoked  by  a  subsequent  dis- 
solution of  the  copartnership.     After  such  dissolution,  all 
the  late  partners  must  unite  in  order  to  transfer  title  in  sev- 
eralty.' 

'  Cailyle  v.  Patterson,  3  Bibb,  \)'o;  Strickland  v.  Parker,  54  Me.  268. 
-■  Oviatt  V.  Sage,  7  Conn.  99;  Jaekson  v.  Paxson,  25  Ga.  36. 
■'  Mason  v.  Norris,  18  Grant  Ch.  501. 
■'  Story  on  Bifls,  sec.  197. 

'■'  Sanford  v.  Mickles,  4  Johns.  227;   Sayre  v.  Frick,  7  Watts  &  S.  384:   Kobbins  v. 
Tuller.  24  N.  Y.  576. 
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§  184.  Pledge  by  ono  Ootenant. — A  pledge  of  the  com- 
mou  properh-  made  hy  one  of  the  cotenants  has  no  effect  on 
the  rights  ol  the  others,  except  to  confer  on  the  pledgee  the 
light  to  retain  j/ossession  to  the  extent  of  the  pledgor's  in- 
terest, and  no  further.'  This  is  equally  true,  Avhether  tlie 
pledge  be  made  to  secure  the  individual  debt  of  him  who 
makes  it,  or  ihe  joint  debt  of  himself  and  his  cotenants. 
Thus,  where  one  of  two  cotenants  of  a  leasehold  interest 
made  an  assignment  thereof  to  secure  their  joint  debt,  the 
Court  referred  to  its  former  decision,  that  ' '  one  partner  was 
not  authorized  to  execxite  an  assignment  of  the  property  of 
the  firm,  in  the  firm  name,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  with- 
out consent  of  his  copartner;'"  and  from  this  former  decision, 
was  sure  that  "if  a  partner  cannot  execute  an  assignment 
of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  clearly  a  joint  debtor  cannot  of  the 
joint  property. "-' 

^  185.  Cotenants  oaiinot  Create  an  Easement. — As  a  ten- 
ant in  common  cannot  make  a  grant  of  any  specific  part  of  the 
common  land,  which  will  convey  any  title  against  his  coten- 
ants, it  follows  that  he  cannot  grant  any  right  or  easement 
upon  any  speci-fied  portion  so  as  to  confer  any  right  capable 
of  suc<;essful  assertion  against  the  other  owners.^  This  rule 
is, equally  true  Avhether  an  easement  or  right  of  way  be  claimed 
as  a  way  of  necessity,  or  as  founded  on  an  express  grant.  If 
;i  grantor  convey  lanas  from  which  it  is  necessary  that  the' 
grantt^e  shall  have  a  right  of  way  over  other  lands  of  the 
grail  tor,  the  law  presumes  that  it  w^is  the  intent  of  the  parties 
that  such  right  of  way  should  bo  given,  and  the  grantor  will 
therefore  be  compelled  to  give  it.  But  if  the  lands  over  a\  hicli 
tlie  right  of  way  is  claimed  belong  to  others  as  cotenants  with 
the  grantor,  they  cannot  be  jirejudiced  by  a  presumed  infm/ 
ill  which  they  did  not  participate."'  And  so  where  it  is  claijiied 
thai  a  highway  has  been  dedicated  by  the  acts  of  the  owners. 
it  nnist  1)('  shown  that  tdl  of  the  cotenants  partici])atod  or  con- 
curred in  those  acts.'' 

■  Siuiili  ".  Cliuko,  7  Win.  503. 
-  GuttrK  V.  Audrcws,  ;j7  N.  Y.  Gj'J. 

'  Washburn  on  Easement**  and  Servitudes,  cli.  1,  sec.  3;  I'ortniori'  r.  Jtunn,  3  DdwI. 
A  K.  U'y,  D.  &  S.  liuilway  Co.  v.  Wawn,  3  Bcav.  119. 
■•  Collins  V.  Prentice.  1.5  Conn.  426.  '•>  Scott  v.  State.  1  Snwd.  (ii'.). 
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§  186.  May  acquire  Easement  over  Land  held  by  one 
in  Severalty. — Cotenants  may  acquire  by  adverse  user  ease- 
ment over  lands  lield  in  severalty  by  one  of  their  number. 
This  has  recently  been  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Errors  of  the  State  of  Connecticut.  The  question  was  thought 
by  the  Court  to  be  one  "not  discussed  in  the  books."  The 
Judges  considered  it  clear  that  such  an  easement  may  exist, 
and  rested  their  conclusion  on  this  reasoning :  1st,  that  if  a 
way  was  appurtenant  to  an  estate,  it  would  not  become  extinct 
on  the  acquisition  of  the  servient  estate  by  one  having  a  moiety 
of  the  dominant  estate,  but  would  remain  unimpaired  in  favor 
of  himself  and  his  cotenants;  ^d,  that  it  was  clear  that  an 
easement  over  A's  land  in  favor  of  A  and  B,  cotenants  of  other 
lands,  may  be  acquired  by  grant;  and  3dly,  if  such  an  ease- 
ment could  exist,  founded  on  a  grant,  it  might  be  presumed 
from  such  user  as  "shall  be  evidence  of  a  grant."' 

^  187.  Easement  not  Extinguished  by  Owner  being 
Cotenant  of  Servient  Tract. — Where  the  dominant  tract  of 
land  is  at  one  time  OAvned  by  a  person  who  is  at  the  same 
time  tenant  in  common  in  the  servient  tract,  this  ownership 
is  not  such  a  unity  of  title  as  extinguishes  the  right  of  way. 
"A  unity  of  possession  or  right  that  extinguishes  a  prescrip- 
tive right  must  be  such  that  the  party  should  have  an  estate 
in  the  land  a  qua  and  in  the  land  in  qua,  equal  in  duration, 
quality,  and  all  other  circumstances  of  right.  The  title  to 
one  imdivided  third  part  as  tenant  in  common  did  not  consti- 
tute such  a  unity,  for  it  did  not  authorize  him  to  set  apart  any 
portion  for  a  private  way  for  himself,  as  if  he  had  been  sole 

"2 

owner. 

^  188.  Agency  and  Ratification. — One  cotenant  may  act 
as  agent  for  the  others  when  authorized  so  to  do.  This  au- 
thorization may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of  the  parties,  and 
need  not  be  established  by  any  express  delegation  of  author- 
ity. Where  one  of  the  cotenants  had,  after  the  execution  of 
a  lease,  always  acted  as  the  managing  owner,  and  there  were 
many  circumstances  tending  to  show  that  in  so  doing  he  was 

'  Bradley  Fish  Co.  i\  Dudle!^,  37  Conn.  144;  Hickox  i>.  Parmlee,  21  Conn.  86. 
''  R«ed  I'.  West,  16  Gray,  284. 
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acting  -within  the  scope  of  authority  given  him  by  his  com- 
panion, it  was  said  that  it  was  properly  a  question  to  be  left 
to  the  jiiry  whether  the  latter  was  not  bound  by  the  act  of  the 
former  in  accepting  a  surrender  of  the  term.'  So,  where  a 
tender  of  an  appraisement  of  real  estate  was  required  to  be 
made  to  the  owners,  and  one  of  the  owners  had,  during  all 
the  proceedings,  acted  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  others 
who  were  members  of  his  family;  and  the  tender  was  made 
to  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  family;  and  he,  when  such  ten- 
der was  made,  said,  ' '  We  will  not  receive  it" —  these  facts 
were  thought  to  satisfactorily  show  that  the  person  to  whom 
the  tender  was  made  was,  by  his  cotenants,  authorized  to  re- 
fuse it.^  A  deed  of  a  specific  parcel  of  land  made  by  one  co- 
tenant  is  not  binding  on  the  others,  nor  can  their  rights  be, 
to  any  extent,  prejudiced  by  it.  Such  a  conveyance,  how- 
ever, is  not  void,  but  voidable  only.  It  may  therefore  be 
approved  and  ratified  by  the  cotenants,  and  thereby  be  made 
to  operate  as  a  conveyance  in  severalty.^  And  so  any  act 
done  by  either  co-tenant,  in  the  name  and  as  the  act  of  his 
companion,  becomes  binding  on  the  latter  from  and  afterhis 
ratification  thereof.* 

'  Dodd  V.  Acklom,  6  Man.  &  Gr.  672;  7  Scott  N.  R.  415. 

■■'  Dyckman  i'.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  7  Barb.  507;  affirmed  in  1  Selden,  434. 

3  rail  V.  Brown,  5  Cush.  289. 

■•  Dyckman  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  7  Barb.  507. 


CHAPTEE  IX. 

TRANSFERRING  AND  LEASING  LANDS  OF  A  COTENANCY. 

Conveyance  bj'  one  Tenant  in  Common  to  another,  §  189. 

Conveyance  by  one  Joint -Tenant  to  another,  §  190. 

Conveyance  by  one  Coparcener  to  another,  §  191. 

Conveyance  by  Cotenant  out  of  possession,  ^  192. 

Conveyance  to  Stnmgers,  ^>  193. 

Each  may  Convey  his  Moiety  at  pleasm-e,  $  194. 

Right  to  Convey  by  Metes  and  Bounds,  §  195. 

Conveyimce  by  one  Cotenant  not  to  prejudice  another,  6  196. 

Conveyance  by  one  Cotenant  as  Color  of  Title,  6  197. 

Conveyance  of  Ores  by  one  Cotenant,  ^>  198. 

Conveyance  of  part  void  as  to  other  Cotenants,  i^  199. 

Reasons  for  this  rule,  §  200. 

Rule  denied  in  Ohio,  91  201. 

Rule  denied  in  Virginia,  ^  202. 

Rule  denied  in  California,  \S  203. 

Rule  denied  in  Missouri,  j  204:. 

Grantee  can  acquii-e  no  higher  Right  than  Grantor,  ^  205. 

Conveyance  of  part  as  between  Grantor  and  Grantee,  §  206. 

Conveyance  of  part,  effect  after  Partition,  ^  207. 

Conveyance  where  Cotenancy  includes  distinct  Parcels,  v>  208. 

Conveyance  where  each  Grantor  Covenants  for  Jiimself  alone,  j  209. 

Covenant  of  Seizin,  when  broken,  «*  210. 

General  words  restrained  to  interest  specified,  Oi  211. 

Relative  Rights  of  different  Grantees  in  Severalty,  ^  212. 

Convey;!uce  by  Sale  under  Execution,  ^  213. 

Officer  may  Levy  and  take  exclusive  Possession,  -^  214. 

Officer  must  take  exclusive  Possession,  ij  215. 

Levy  upon  and  Sale  of  part  by  Metes  and  Bounds,  216. 

Levy  upon  interest  of  one,  under  Execution  against  aU,  vS  217. 

Conveyance  as  affecting  PoUcy  of  Insurance,  §  218 

Change  of  Possession,  v^  219. 

Leasing,  §  220. 

g  189.  A  conveyance  from  one  tenant  in  common  to 
another  must  be  in  the  same  form  as  though  the  estate  con- 
veyed was  in   severalty,  instead  of    an  undivided  interest. 
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Eaeli  tenant  in  commou  luis  a  several  ami  distinct  frocholil. 
And  "as  they  ACerc  ciealed  by  difloieni  acts,  and  dlflbvent 
liveries,  tliey  must  also  pass  to  each  olhci*  by  distiiic.l  liv- 
eries."' "When  several  persons  are  tenants  in  coninioii,  or 
when  joint-tenants  do  by  severance  l)ecomo  tctiants  in  com- 
mon, the  title  to  each  share  is  to  be  carried  on  precisely  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  title  to  that  share  was  a  title  to  a 
distinct  farm."-  "Tenants  in  common  cannot  yy^Zrasr' to  each 
other;  for  a  release  supposeth  the  party  to  have  the  thiui^  in 
demand;  but  tenoufs  hi  common  have  several  distinct  free- 
holds, which  they  cannot  transfer  otherwise  than  as  persons 
who  are  sole  seized.""  "The  books  maybe  traced  to  the 
earliest  periods,  and  it  will  be  found  that  no  iiuthor  has  maiji- 
tained  that  one  tenant  in  common  can  convey  to  another  in 
any  other  way,  or  by  a  conveyance  whose  operation  is  diife}-- 
ent  from  those  used  by  Jleotiers  between  whom  no  such  rela- 
tionship exists.  It  follows  from  this  that,  however  convey- 
ances between  tenants  in  common  may  operate,  and  they 
cannot  operate  by  way  of  release,  they  must  contain  words  of 
[M  ipehiihi  to  pass  a  /"ee."* 

^  YM.  A  eoiiveyance  from  one  joint- tenant  to  nnother 
ni;iy  iind  ought  to  be  by  release.  "The  proper  conveyance 
ill  this  case  is  by  release;  for  one  joint-tenant  cannot  enfeoff 
his  companion,  because  they  are  both  actually  seized  of  the 
whole  estate."  '  "If  there  be  two  joiiit-ienants  and  one  release 
to  the  other,  this  passeth  u  fee  without  the  word  heirs,  be- 
cause it  refers  to  the  whole  fee,  which  they  jointly  took,  and 
are  possessed  of  by  virtue  of  the  first  conveyance.""  But 
wliile  a  release  is  the  proper  form  of  conveyance  when  one 
joint-tenant  wishes  to  transfer  his  interest  to  the  other,  yet 
other  forms  of  conveyance,  the  terms  of  which  are  so  broad 
M--  io  comprelH"id  ;i  K^ease,  will  be  allowed  to  operate  accord- 

'  1  <;i-iuBe  Tit.  32,  c  (,.,  sec.  25. 

•^  3  Pr.  Absfcs.  49.  / 

'  5  Bac.  Ab.  240. 

'  Itccior  V.  Waugli,  17  Mo.  28.  But  seo  Johnson  v.  Slovens,  7  Ciisli.  4,13,  where  a 
iclcaso  to  one  tenant  in  common  from  tho  others  wan  treated  im  suflicLent  to  ^ma  their 
e8tate. 

f-  2  Cr.  Tit.  1«,  c.  2,  sec.  22;  2  Hii.  Ueiil  l".  2%;  HarriHon  v.  Bdrtey,  T.  IJavm.  41:5. 

•'  r,  Bac.  Ab.  240. 
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ingly,  and  therefore  to  transfer  the  interest  of  the  joint-tenant. 
Where  one  joint-tenant  sealed  and  delivered  a  deed  to  the 
other,  in  which  it  was  expressed  that  he  "granted,  bargained, 
sold,  assigned,  set  over,  and  confirmed"  all  his  interest,  title, 
and  claim  on  the  lands  held  in  jointure,  the  question  was 
"whether  this  deed  was  sufficient  to  pass  the  part  or  share  of 
the  joint-tenant  who  made  the  deed  to  the  other  to  whom  the 
deed  was  made,  or  not."     The  Court  said,  "it  was  so  clear 
there  could  be  no  question  about  it;  and  therefore  judgment 
was  given  for  the  plaintiff  who  claimed  under  the  deed."^ 
That  some  words  of  conveyance  have  so  large  a  signification 
as  to  include  and  therefore  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
using  words  of  lesser  extent,  is  mentioned  with  some  emphasis 
by  Lord  Coke,  where  he  says :  "And  here  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  some  words  are  large,  and  have  a  generall  extent,  and 
some  have  a  proper  and  particular  application.     The  former 
sort  may  contain  the  latter;   as  dedi  or  concessi,  may  amount 
to  a  grant,  a  feoffment,  a  gift,  a  lease,  a  release,  a  confirma- 
tion, a  surrender,  etc.,  and  it  is  in  the  election  of  the  party 
to  use  which  of  these  purposes  he  will."^     The  general  rule 
is  that  a  deed  shall  always  be  carried  into  effect  if  possible. 
The  primary  intent  of  the  grantor  is  presumed  to  have  been 
to  pass  the  land.     He  is  not  supposed  to  have  intended  it  to 
pass  by  a  particular  way,  and  by  no  other.     If  the  words 
which  he  has  employed  in  his  conveyance  can  in  any  way  take 
effect  as  a  transfer  of  the  estate  intended  to  be  conveyed,  it 
will  pass  to  the  grantee,  though  the  deed  cannot  "operate  in 
the  very  way  which  the  parties  appear  to  have  intended  it 
should  operate."* 

§  191.  Coparceners  may  Convey  to  each  other  by  Re- 
lease and  also  by  FeofFment. — "When  two  or  more  persons 
become  seized  of  the  same  estate  by  a  joint  title,  either  by 
contract  or  by  descent,  as  joint-tenants  or  coparceners,  and 
one  of  them  releases  his  right  to  the  other,  such  release  is 
said  to  enure  by  way  of  onitter  Vestate.    For  where  two  several 

'  Chester  y.  Willan,  2  Saund.  96;  Eustace  v.  Scawen,  Cro.  Jac.  696;  Ballard  v.  Sit- 
well,  Clayt.  32;  James  v.  Portman,  Owen,  102;  Thockmorton  v.  Tracy,  Plowd.  156. 

■^  Co.  Litt.  301  h. 

^  Koe  V.  Ti-anmer,  2  Wils.  75;  Sheppard^s  Touchstone,  82-3.  Sec  note  to  Chester  v, 
Willan,  2  Saund.  96. 
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persons  come  iu  b}'  the  same  feudal  contract,  one  of  them 
may  discharge  the  other  the  benefits  of  such  contract  by  a 
release ;  because  no  notoriety  is  needful,  for  there  was  a  suffi- 
cient notoriety  in  the  prior  feudal  contract.  Thus,  two  co- 
parceners come  into  one  entire  feud,  descending  from  their 
ancestor:  they  may  therefore  release  privately  to  each  other, 
because  they  take  by  the  former  descent,  which  established 
them  in  possession  without  notoriety.  But  since  coparceners 
do  also  transmit  distinct  estates  to  their  children,  they  may 
pass  their  estates  by  distinct  feoffments. 

In  consequence  of  the  pri%'ity  which  must  necessarily  exist 
in  releases  that  enure  by  way  of  knitter  Testate,  a  fee  will  pass 
by  such  a  release,  without  any  tvords  of  limitation.  For  the 
parties  are  not  in  by  waj  of  the  release,  but  by  the  orig- 
inal feudal  contract,  which  passed  an  inheritance;  and  the 
release  only  discharges  the  pretensions  of  one  of  them  to  the 
(jther.  So  that  where  one  joint-tenant  or  coparcener  releases 
to  the  other,  the  releasee  is  in  by  the  original  conveyance ; 
and  such  release  is  not  considered  as  an  alienation."' 

^  192.  Conveyance  by  Cotenant  out  of  Possession. — 
Wherever  the  law  forbidding  or  avoiding  conveyances  made 
by  a  person  out  of  possession  of  the  property  is  in  force,  it 
applies  to  cotenants  as  well  as  to  claimants  in  severalty.  The 
principle  that  the  possession  of  one  part  owner  is  also  the  pos- 
session of  the  others,  may  be  invoked  in  aid  of  such  a  convey- 
ance. The  fact  that  the  gi-antor  was  not  in  the  actual  personal 
possession  of  the  land  will  not  avoid  his  deed,  as  long  as  the 
relation  between  him  and  his  cotenants  is  such  that  he  has 
the  right  to  consider  their  possession  to  be  for  his  benefit  as 
well  as  for  theirs.  But  if  they  have  been  guilty  of  an  actual 
ouster,  or  if  they  entered  in  their  own  right  and  not  as  coten- 
ants, or  if  from  any  cause  their  possession  is  not  his,  but  on 
,the  contrai-y  is  adverse  to  him,  then  he  must  regain  posses- 
sion before  he  can  be  in  a  condition  to  make  a  conveyance  of 
his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  tenancy." 

'  4  Ci-.  Tit.  32,  c.  G,  hccb.  22  and  24;    IJcctor  v.  Waugh,  17  Mo.  28;   Smitli  mi  Real 
'  and  Personal  Property,  242;  2  Hil.  Real  Property,  300;  1  Wawlib.  on  Real  ProiKTty, 
415. 
■'  CoHBtantine  v.  Van  Winkle,  G  Hill,  19G;  Bird  i.  Bird,  40  Me.  403. 
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g  193.  In  conveying  to  third  persons,  a  cotenant, 
whether  joint-tenant,  coparcener,  or  tenant  in  common,  must 
use  the  same  kind  of  conveyance  as  though  the  estate  sought 
to  be  transferred  were  held  in  severalty.  The  deed  must 
therefore  contain  words  of  inheritance  in  order  to  pass  an 
estate  in  fee.' 

g  194.  Each  cotenant  may  convey  his  moiety  at  pleasure, 

without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  either  of  his  com- 
panions in  interest. 2  This  is  true  in  every  species  of  coten- 
ancy. In  the  case  of  tenants  in  common,  the  grantee  is  sub- 
stituted as  a  tenant  in  common,  having  the  same  rights,  and 
subject  to  the  same  obligations,  as  his  grantor.  But  if  the 
grantor  be  a  coparcener  or  joint-tenant,  his  grantee  succeeds 
to  the  same  quantity  of  interest  as  that  held  by  the  grantor; 
but  he  holds  it  by  a  different  tenure — ^viz.,  as  a  tenant  in 
common,  and  not  as  a  joint-tenant  or  coparcener.  Few  if  any 
cpiestions  require  to  be  litigated  in  reference  to  the  effect  of  a 
conveyance  of  his  moiety  by  one  cotenant  to  a  person  who 
thereby  becomes  a  member  of  the  cotenancy.  The  questions 
most  frequently  recurring  involve  a  determination  of  the  effect 
of  a  conveyance  in  which  the  granting  cotenant  has  assumed 
to  convey,  not  his  moiety,  but  an  entirety. 

g  195.    A  conveyance  made  by  a  cotenant,  and  assuming 

to  dispose  of  a  part  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  or  of  the 
grantor's  interest  in  such  part,  may  become  a  subject  of  legal 
altercation  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining — 1st,  its  effect 
iipon  the  interests  of  the  cotenants  who  did  not  unite  in  its 
execution;  or  2d,  its  effect  upon  the  interest  of  the  grantor 
held  by  him  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  or  subsequently 
accruing  to  him  by  virtue  of  the  cotenancy. 

>;  196.   The  interest  of  one  cotenant  cannot  be  diminished, 

varied,  or  otherwise  prejudiced  or  affected  by  a  conveyance 
made  by  another  cotenant,   except  in  the   case   of   a  joint- 

'  1  Washb.  ou  ileal  Estate,,  112:  3  Pr.  ou  Abstracts  of  Title,  49;  1  Washb.  on  Eeal 
Estate,  415.  In  New  Brunswick,  it  lias  been  held,  that  as  a  man  cannot  convey  to 
himself,  a  deed  from  A,  grantor,  to  himself  and  B  and  C,  grantees,  vests  the  whole 
estate  in  B  and  C,  becaose  the  grant  to  A  is  inoperative.  Cameron  v.  Steves,  4  All, 
141. 

■'  Bradlev  r.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  77. 
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tenancy  or  eoparceuury,  iu  which  the  only  eti'ect  upon  the 
tenant  not  joining  iu  the  deed  is  to  transform  a  joi)tt  estate 
into  a  tenancy  in  common.  Whatever  the  deed  may  profess 
to  dispose  of.  the  grantee,  as  between  himself  and  the  other 
cotenants,  can  obtain  no  greater  interest  than  his  gi-antor  had 
the  right  to  enjoy.'  This  is  trae  iiTespective  of  the  character 
i)f  the  cotenancy,  or  the  nature  of  the  propert}-  sold,  unless 
the  tenancy  consisted  of  property  the  title  to  which  could  be 
transferred  by  mere  transfer  of  possession. 

^  197.  As  Color  of  Title. — A  conveyance  by  one  cotenant, 
purporting  to  convey  an  estate  iu  severalty,  cannot  operate  to 
the  prejudice  of  another.  This  is  trae  ouly  so  far  as  the  im- 
mediate effect  of  such  conveyance  as  a  transfer  of  title  is 
concerned.  It  does  not  follow  that  uo  rights  can  grow  out  of 
it,  nor  that  it  is,  even  as  against  the  other  cotenants,  mere 
waste  paper  for  all  purposes.  Such  a  conveyance  constitutes 
color  of  title.  The  entry  of  the  grantee  made  under  the  deed, 
and  claiming  an  interest  coextensive  with  that  with  which  the 
deed  purports  to  deal,  is  an  entry  under  color  of  title.  The 
cotenants  are  therefore  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  deed  and 
of  the  entry  made  under  it,  aiul  to  take  such  sleeps  as  may  be 
re(piired  to  enforce  a  recognition  of  their  legal  rights.  Should 
they  fail  to  do  so  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  their  rights  will  be  no  longer  susceptible  of  en- 
forcement; and  their  interests,  by  operation  of  that  statute, 
will  vest  in  the  party  iu  possession  under  the  deed.- 

^  198.    A  conveyance  of  the  minerals  in  a  tract  of  land, 

reserving  his  interest  iu  the  land  itself,  made  l)y  a  cotenant 
to  a  stranger,  is  regarded  as  void  as  against  the  cotenants  of 
ihe  grantor,  "because  it  is  an  attempt  to  create  a  new  and 
distinct  tenancy  in  common,  between  one  cotenant  and  the 
others,  in  distinct  parts  of  the  common  estate,  which  is  con- 
trary to  the  rules  of  law."^  The  reasons  on  Avhich  this  rule 
is  based  are  the  same  which  are  thought  in  many  of  the 
States  to  be  sufficient  to  invalidate  a  conveyance  made  by 

'  Malioney  r.  Middloton.  11  Gal.  52;  White  c.  Brooks.  -J:}" N.  If.  405;  Bigelow  v.  Top- 
liff,  25  Vt.  273. 

'  Wcisiiiger  v.  Mnrjjhy,  2  Ileaxl,  G79. 

'  Adams  v.  Bn},'t,'s  Iron  Co.,  7  Gush.  .368;  Bonton  Fraiiklinitf  Co.  r.  Coiidit,  I'J  N.  .J. 
E<i.  :J!I4. 
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either  of  the  cotenants,  aud  purporting  to  convey  his  interest 
in  a  part  only  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy. 

§  199.  Is  a  Deed  of  a  part  by  Metes  and  Bounds  Void? — 
That  deeds  made  by  one  cotenant  conveying  a  part  of  the 
real  estate  of  a  cotenancy  by  metes  and  bounds  are  "un- 
doubtedly void,  and  the  other  cotenants  may  at  all  times  so 
treat  them,"  is  a  general  declaration  made  in  express  terms 
in  some  of  the  cases,  and  well  supported  by  a  long  train  of 
decisions,^  though  we  cannot  see  that  these  decisions  are,  in 
turn,  supported  by  reason,  or  are  necessary  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  cotenants.  Such  a  conveyance  is 
undoubtedly  void  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  impair  any  of  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenants.  It  will  not  justify  the  grantee 
in  taking  exclusive  possession  of  the  part  described  in  his 
deed.  It  will  not  deprive  the  other  cotenants  of  the  right 
to  enjoy  every  part  and  parcel  of  the  real  estate;  nor  can  it, 
to  any  extent,  prejudice  or  vary  their  right  to  a  partition  of 
the  common  property.  The  grantee  is  liable  to  lose  all  his 
interest  in  the  parcel  conveyed  to  him,  by  its  being  set  off  to 
some  other  of  the  cotenants  upon  partition.  But  although 
the  deed  does  not  impair  the  rights  of  the  other  cotenants,  it 
by  no  means  follows  that  they  may  treat  it  as  void,  or  entirely 
disregard  it.  While  falling  short  of  what  it  professes  to  be, 
it  nevertheless  operates  on  the  interest  of  the  grantor,  by 
transferring  it  to  the  grantee.  The  latter  acquires  rights 
which  the  cotenants  ought  to  be  bound  to  respect.  They 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  ignore  his  conveyance,  and  treat 
him  as  one  having  no  interest  in  the  property. 

g  200.  The  reasons  on  which  the  rule  stated  at  the 
beginning  of  the  preceding  section,  and  there  admitted  to  be 
sustained  by  the  weight  of  authorities,  has  been  supported  by 

•  Marshall  v.  Trumbull,  28  Conn.  185;  Mitchell  v.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  509;  Griswold  c. 
.Johnson,  5  Conn.  365;  Hinman  v.  Leavenworth,  2  Conn.  244;  Porter  v.  Hill,  9  Mass. 
35;  Bartlett  v.  Harlow,  12  Mass.  348;  Smith  v.  Benson,  9  Vt.  140;  Gates  v.  Treat,  17 
Conn.  392;  The  Boston  Franldinite  Co.  v.  Condit,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  401;  Holcomb  v. 
Coryell,  3  Stock.  548;  Blossom  v.  Brightman,  21  Pick.  284;  Peabody  c.  Minot,  24 
Pick.  333:  Lamb  v.  Wakefield,  1  Saw.  C.  C.  256;  Dorn  v.  Dimham,  24  Tex.  377;  Good 
V.  Coombs,  28  Tex.  51;  Primm  v.  Walker,  38  Mo.  98;  Phillips  v.  Tudor,  10  Gray,  82; 
Jeffers  v.  Radcliff,  10  N.  H.  246:  Great  Falls  Co.  v.  Worster,  15  N.  H.  449;  Duncan  r. 
Sylvester,  24  Me.  485;  Cogswell  v.  Keed,  12  Me.  200;  Gibbs  r.  Swift,  12  Cush.  398: 
Carroll  v.  Norwood.  1.  Har.  A  J.  100;  Eichurdsoa  c.  Miller,  48  Miss,  334. 
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the  Courts,  are  very  fairly  sliowu  and  illustratedby  Chief  Justice 
Shaw,  in  the  case  of  Adam  v.  Briggs  Iron  Company.'  "The 
gi-ound  upon  -which  the  doctrine  is  established  is,  that  a  tenant 
in  common  of  an  entire  estate  is  entitled,  on  partition,  to 
have  his  property  assigned  in  one  entire  parcel  according  to 
his  aliquot  part.  The  respective  coteuants  may  convey  their 
shares  to  one  or  many  gi'antees,  as  they  please,  so  it  be  of 
the  entii'e  estate;  because,  whether  there  be  one  or  many  co- 
tenants,  each  may  still  have  partition,  which  is  inseparably 
incident  to  an  estate  in  common,  and  have  it  in  one  parcel, 
and  of  the  like  kind  and  quality-  with  the  estate  which  he 
holds  in  common.  I  have  a  moiety;  my  cotenant  has  a 
moiety.  He  maj-  convey  a  quarter  of  the  whole  estate  to 
one,  an  eighth  to  another,  a  sixteenth  to  another,  and  so  on 
indefinitely,  letting  in  other  eotenants  with  me.  But  all  being- 
seized  of  aliquot  parts,  in  the  same  estate,  and  of  like  kind 
and  qualit}-,  my  right  to  partition  is  not  disturbed  by  the 
number  of  the  eotenants.  But  if  he  could  convey  his  aliquot 
part,  in  specified  parcels  of  the  estate,  he  might  diminish  the 
value  of  m}-  right,  if  not  render  it  worthless."  In  another 
case,  the  additional  reason  is  adduced  for  considering  the 
deed  void,  viz. ,  ' '  that  such  deed  breaks  the  unity  of  posses- 
sion."- The  reasons  supporting  the  rale  that  a  deed  of  his 
interest  in  a  specified  part  of  the  whole  tract,  when  made  by 
one  cotenant,  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity  by  the  other  eoten- 
ants, are :  1st,  that  such  conveyance  would  destroy  the  unity 
of  possession;  and  2d,  that  it  would  impair  the  right  to  par- 
tition. It  is  not  claimed  that  siich  a  deed,  if  treated  as  valid 
to  the  extent  of  passing  the  title  of  the  grantor,  would  affect 
the  right  of  the  eotenants  not  joining  in  its  execution,  to 
enter  upon  and  enjoy  the  common  property  as  fully  as  the}- 
might  lawfully  do  before  the  conveyance  Avas  made.  The 
unity  of  possession  would  be  broken  to  this  extent  only :  one 
of  the  original  eotenants  would  relinquish  his  right  to  enter 
upon  and  enjoy  a  part  of  the  premises,  and  the  right  so  re- 
linquished would  pass  to  another  person,  to  be  exorcised  only 
within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  deed.     This  ])artial  de- 

'  7  Cusli.  3G9. 

•  Primm  c  Walker.  38  Mo.  98:  )jut  tliiscase  is  (.vi-rnikd  hy  Hanibanli  r.  f'auiplnll. 

.-)(>  Mo.  rm. 
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Btitiction  of    tLo  tmiiy   of   possession  Las  not  seemed  ob- 
noxious to  Coiirts  in  a  State  where  the  riglit  to  (>onvey  a  part 
by  metes  and  bounds  lias  been  uniformly  denied.     Thus,  in 
an  early  case  in  Massachusetts,  a  cotenant  had  leased  a  part 
of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  and  the  question  arose  whether 
such  lease  was  void  as  against  the  other  cotenants.     The 
Court  argued  that  as  each  ootennni,  until  partUion,  had  a 
right  to  occupy  any  part  of  the  common  property,  and  as  he 
might  assign  this  right  of  occupancy  to  a  stranger,  and  as 
the  leasing  was  but  an  assignment  of   this  right,  <h;tt  the 
lease  must  be  held  valid  in  law.'     This  decision,  so  far  as  we 
can  ascertain,  has  never  been  questioned.     If  it  can  be  ac- 
cepted as  a  true  exposition  of  the  law,  it  follows  that  ihe 
unity  of  possession  between  tenants  in  common,  or  other  co- 
tenants,  may  be  so  far  broken  that  one  of  them  may,  by  his 
own  act,  relinquish  his  right  to  be  in  possession  of  some 
p:irt,  and  transfer  such  right  to  a  stranger.     If  the  unity  of 
possession  may  be  so  broken  by  a  lease,  we  see  no  reason 
why  a  conveyance  should  be  declared  void  for  attempting  to 
do  what  might  be  lawfully  accomplished  by  a  lease.     The 
second  objection  made  to  a  conveyance  of  a  part  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy — viz.,  that  it  would  impair  or  defeat  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenants  to  a  partition — is  not  good,  be- 
cause, in  point  of  fact,  it  is  not  true.     The  rule  maintained 
by  the  cases  which  we  shall  now  proceed  to  consider,  gives 
the  deed  effect  even  against  the  cotenants,-  yet  assures  to  the 
latter  every  right  which  they  had  before  it  was  made. 

^  201.  Rule  ill  Ohio. — In  what  is  probably  the  earliest 
case  affirming  the  right  of  either  cotenani:  to  convey,  by 
metes  and  bounds,  his  interest  in  a  part  of  the  common 
property,  the  Court  said:  "The  determination  of  this  ques- 
tion is  attended  with  considerable  difficulty.  This  difficulty, 
however,  arises  not  so  much  from  any  apparent  inconsistency 
or  impropriety  «n  such  grant,  as  from  a  possible  inconveni- 
ence which  might  result  to  the  cotenant  who  retains  his 
estate.  One  tenant  in  common  may  grant  his  entire  interest 
or  estate  in  a  particular  species  of  property — a  tract  of  land 

'  Rising  r.  Stannard,  17  Mass.  285. 
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for  instance — or  he  may  grant  one-half  as  a  smaller  propor- 
tion of  liis  interest  in  the  same  entire  property.     If  this  be 
coiTect,  no  good  reason  is  perceived  why  he  may  not  grant 
his  entii'e  interest  in  a  particular  part.     A  uud  B  are  seized 
of  a  section  of  land  as  tenants  in  common.     It  is  well  estab- 
lished that  A  may  grant  his  entire  interest  or  estate  in  the 
section,  and  the  conveyance  will  be  valid.     Upon  what  prin- 
ciple, then,  can  it  be  said  that  if  he  convey  his  entire  in- 
terest in  particular  quarter  of  such  section,  such  conveyance 
shall  be  void?     Certainly  A  and  B,  tenants  in  common  as 
aforesaid,  might  with  propriety  imite  and  convey  a  particular 
quarter  of  the  section,  and  a  complete   title  in  the  grantee 
would  be  vested.     Would  not  the  title  of   the  grantee  be 
equally  valid  if  the  tenants  in  common  should,  by  separate 
deeds,  convey  to  him  their  individual  interest  in  ihsii  particu- 
lar quarter?     This  question,  it  is  believed,  must  be  answered 
in  the  affirmative,  and  if  so,  it  proves  conclusively,  that  one 
tenant  in  common  may  transfer  to  a  third  person  his  entire 
interest  in  a  part  of  the  property  held  in  common.     Otherwise, 
we  run  into  the  absurdity  that  a  deed,  properly  executed  by 
one  individual,  which  is  an  entire  thing,  and  purports  to  con- 
vey a  specific  property,  must  depend  for  its  validity  uj)on  the 
execution  of  a  similar  instrximent  by  a  third  person,  who  is 
no  way  party  to  the  first.     The  princijjal  reason  assigned  why 
one  tenant  in  common   shall  not  be  allowed  to  convey,  as 
before  stated,  is,  that  by  so  doing,  he  may  do  a  great  injury 
to  his  cotenant,  by  compelling  him,  in  case  of  partition,  to 
take  his  pioportiou  of  the  estate  in  small  parcels,  very  much 
to  his  disadvantage.     If  such  evils  would  result,  they  ought, 
if  possible,  to  be  avoided.     It  does  not  folloAv,  however,  that 
because  one  of  two  tenants  in  common  can  convey  his  estate 
in  a.  part  of  the  property  so  held,  therefore  the  rights  of  his 
cotenant  are  affected.     This  cotenant  will  still  have  the  same 
interest  in  every  part,  and  in  the  Avholo  of  the  property.     He 
can  still  compel  partition,  and  may  have  his  share  of  the 
property  set  ofl"  to  him  in  severalty,  in  the  same  manner  he 
could  have  done  had  no  conveyance  been  made."' 

'  Lessee  of  Wlntc  r.  Sayre,  2  Oliiu,  112;  Ebcnezor  PreiitiHs'  Caw,  7  Ohio,  473;  Treoii 
".  Emciick,  0  lb.  ;!!il ;  D.  iiniHon  v.  FoHter,  9  lb.  126.  See  also  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18 
Mich.  32. 

C.  &  p.— 17 
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§  202.     In  Virginia,  the  doctrine  of  these  Ohio  decisions 

has  beeu  affirmed.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  in  determining 
the  effect  of  a  conA'eyance,  such  as  we  are  now  considering, 
treated  it  as  valid  to  the  extent  of  transferring  to  the  grantee 
such  rights  as  the  grantor  possessed,  and  thereby  making  the 
grantee  cotenant  with  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor.  "The 
deed  being  good  against  the  grantor,  the  entry  of  the  tenant 
under  it  would  be  lawful;  and  though  it  might  be  inoperative, 
so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  cotenant  were  thereby  prejudiced,  jei 
as  it  would  invest  the  grantee  with  the  estate  of  the  grantor, 
so  far  as  he  could  lawfully  convey,  the  grantee  would  be  ten- 
ant in  common  with  the  cotenant  of  his  grantor  to  the  extent 
of  the  interest  conveyed.  His  possession  and  seizin  would 
be  the  possession  and  seizin  of  both,  because  such  possession 
and  seizin  would  not  be  adverse  to  the  right  of  his  com- 
panion, but  in  support  of  their  common  title. "^ 

^  203.     In  California,  this  question  has  been  decided  by 

the  Supreme  Court  in  at  least  two  careful  and  well  considered 
judgments.  In  the  first,  Field,  then  Chief-Justice  of  Califoi- 
nia,  now  an  Associate  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  quoted  with  approbation  the  decisions  made 
in  Ohio  and  Virginia.  The  argument  put  forth  in  Smith  r. 
Benson,"'^  that  "  if  one  tenant  in  common  is  permitted  to  con- 
vev  his  portion  of  the  estate  by  separate  parcels  to  more  than 
one,  he  may  to  any  number,  and  if  these  conveyances  are 
valid,  the  cotenant  is  bound  to  make  partition  with  each  of 
these  separate  grantees,  and  an  estate  which  originally  was 
valuable,  with  a  right  to  partition  with  one  only,  becomes 
wholly  worthless  from  the  obligation  to  submit  to  perpetual 
subdivision,'"  was  thus  answered  by  Judge  Field:  "But  we 
do  not  see  that  any  such  result  necessarily  follows,  for  the 
partition  may  be  directed  without  reference  to  the  gi-antees 
Tinder  the  conveyances,  further  than  to  make  them  parties  to 
the  proceedings  in  partition,  in  connection  with  their  gi^antor, 
as  representing  his  interest  as  original  cotenant.  Their  claim 
to  conti-ol  or  affect  the  partition,  by  reason  of  their  respective 

1  Eobinett  r.  Preston's  Heirs,  2  Bob.,  Va.,  278. 
•^  J)  Vt.  141. 
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conveyances,  may  be  entirely  disregarded.  The  grantees  are 
to  be  considered  as  taking  their  conveyances  siibject  to  this 
condition.  Their  position  in  that  respect  is  not  very  dis- 
simihir  to  that  of  grantees  of  premises  upon  which  judgments 
stand  as  liens,  or  in  relation  to  which  suits  are  instituted, 
with  notice  of  their  pendency  filed  in  the  Recorder's  office. 
Such  grantees  would  acquire  interests,  liable  indeed  to  be 
destroyed  by  sale  under  the  judgments,  or  the  result  of  legal 
proceedings,  but,  until  such  destruction,  capable  of  enforce- 
ment against  intruders  and  trespassers."'  In  a  subsequent 
case,  in  the  same  State,  the  general  effect  of  such  a  convey- 
ance is  described  as  follows :  ' '  The  rights  thus  assigned  to 
the  gi-antee  are  precisely  those  pertaining  to  the  grantor  in 
the  special  tract — no  greater,  and  no  less.  The  grantor,  be- 
fore his  conveyance  of  the  special  tract,  held  his  undi\"ided 
interest  therein  subject  to  the  contingency  of  the  loss  of  it, 
if  on  partition  of  the  general  tract  the  special  tract  should 
be  allotted  to  one  of  "his  cotenants.  The  grantee  then  ac- 
quires all  the  interest  of  his  grantor  in  the  special  tract,  and 
that  interest  is  a  tenancy  in  the  special  tract  in  common  with 
the  cotenants  of  his  grantor;  but  his  conveyance  did  not 
sever  the  special  tract  from  the  general  tract,  so  far  as  the 
cotenants  are  concerned,  and  the  general  tract  is  therefore 
liable  to  a  partition  so  far  as  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor  are 
concerned,  as  it  Avould  be  had  the  conveyance  of  the  special 
tract  not  been  made."-  In  the  case  from  Avhicli  this  last 
quotation  is  taken,  the  precise  question  before  the  Court  was 
whether  the  grantees  of  specified  parcels  under  the  original 
tenants  in  common  Avere  necessary  parties  to  proceedings  for 
partition.  The  case  presented  the  remarkable  and  perhaps 
unprecedented  peculiarity,  that  while  the  premises  in  litiga- 
tion included  twenty-five  thousand  acres  of  land,  no  person 
had  title  in  severalty  to  any  part,  nor  did  any  one  have  an 
undivided  interest  in  the  whole.  This  peculiai  Ity  might 
have  been  urged,  independent  of  general  principles,  as  a 
controlling  reason  for  allowing  and  requiring  the  ])artiiion  to 
be   conducted  by  and  against  grantees  of   specified  tracts. 


I  Stark  V.  Daiiett,  15  Cal.  .370. 

^  GatcH  V.  Salinoii,  .3.)  Cal.  588;  Sutter  r.  Sau  Francisco,  3C.  Cal.  li:. 
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This  case,  so  far  as  it  holds  that  such  grantees  are  necessary 
parties  to  partition,  is  in  harmony  with  decisions  in  some  of 
the  States,  whose  Courts,  in  other  respects,  have  not  fully 
recognized  the  doctrines  of  the  Ohio,  Virginia,  and  Califor- 
jiia  decisions.^ 

g  204.    The  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  quite  recently 

in  opposition  to  an  obiter  dictum  contained  in  an  earlier  de- 
cision of  the  same  tribunal,  declared  in  favor  of  the  validity, 
as  against  his  cotenants,  of  a  conveyance  of  a  part  of  the 
lands  of  the  tenancy  made  by  one  of  the  tenants  in  common. 
The  Court  contended  that  such  conveyances  did  not,  as  much 
as  at  common  law,  interfere  with  partitions  of  the  common 
property ;  that  while  under  the  common  law  a  partition  was 
made  in  kind,  it  was,  under  the  law  of  Missouri,  not  neces- 
sary to  make  it  in  that  manner,  but  the  property  might  be 
sold  and  the  proceeds  distributed  among  the  parties  according 
to  their  respective  rights ;  and  that  a  conveyance  of  small  in- 
terests, if  likely  to  prejudice  the  co-owners  upon  a  partition 
in  kind,  could  be  rendered  harmless  to  work  injustice,  by 
ordering  a  sale  of  the  whole  property,  at  which  each  tenant 
has  the  liberty  of  purchasing  as  he  may  think  proper.  ' '  "When 
the  reason  for  the  rule  ceased,  the  rule  itself  also  ceased,  and 
accordingly,  such  conveyances  have  been  made,  and  ac- 
<piiesced  in  by  the  legal  profession  as  valid.  Large  amounts 
of  property,  no  doubt,  have  been  acquired,  and  are  now  held 
on  the  faith  of  their  validity;  and  under  the  circumstances, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court,  when  no  rule  of  law  is  violated, 
to  uphold  them,  and  to  protect  the  citizens  in  the  enjoyment 
of  their  just  acquisitions."^ 

^  205.    But  in  no  case  can  the  conveyance  of  one  tenant 

in  common,  or  of  any  less  than  all  the  cotenants,  give  the 
gi-antee  any  greater  rights  than  those  held  by  the  grantor  or 
grantors.  As  neither  cotenant,  nor  any  number  less  than  the 
Avhole,  can  of  right  exclusively  occupy  any  specific  parcel  of 
the  premises,  no  grantee  from  any  less  than  all  the  tenants 
can  acquire  the  right  to  exclusively  enjoy  any  specific  parcel. 

'-  Harlan  v.  Langham,  G9  Pa.  St.  238;  Whittoii  v.  Whitton.  38  N.  H.  133- 
'■^  Barnhart  v.  Campbell,  50  Mo.  599. 
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And  as  uo  cotenaut,  nor  any  number  less  than  all,  can  of  right 
demand  that  a  particular  part  shall  be  set  off  to  him  or  them 
upon  partition,  therefore  no  grantee  of  any  less  than  all  the 
part  owTiers  can  acquire  such  right.'  But  while  uo  such 
grantee  has  an  absolute  legal  right  to  have  the  part  granted 
to  him  set  off  to  him  or  to  his  grantor  upon  jjartitiou,  yet  he 
has  rights  Avliich  -will  receive  the  consideration  of  the  Court, 
and  will  be  respected  as  far  as  they  can  be  without  prejudice 
to  the  rights  of  the  other  part  owners.  The  Coui't,  wherever 
the  interests  of  the  other  owners  will  not  be  impaired  there- 
by, will  set  off  to  grantees  of  specified  parcels  the  tracts  in- 
clivded  within  their  respective  deeds.  "^ 

g  206.     Conveyance  of  Part,  as  bet-ween  the  Parties. — 

From  a  decision  in  Maine,  we  infer  that  the  Courts  of  that 
State  are  inclined  to  declare  a  deed  made  by  a  cotenant  and 
purporting  to  convey  a  part  of  the  premises  in  severalty,  in- 
operative for  all  pui-poses  until  such  tract  shall  be  set  off  to 
the  grantor  in  severalty,  or  the  conveyance  shall  be  otherwise 
ratified  by  the  other  cotenants.  "  Such  a  conveyance,"  savs 
the  Court,  "cannot,  in  any  event,  operate  contrary  to  the  ex- 
pressed declarations  and  intentions  of  the  parties,  to  convey 
an  estate  in  common  instead  of  an  estate  in  severalty.  Wliile 
the  law,  for  the  pui'pose  of  making  a  deed  operative,  will  give 
it  such  a  construction  that  it  may,  if  possible,  convey  by  any 
legal  mode  of  conveyance  the  estate  intended  to  bo  conveyed, 
it  will  not  permit  such  a  construction  as  would  convey  an 
estate  of  a  different  kind  or  description  from  that  intended  to 
be  conveyed."^  But  this  decision,  in  so  far  as  it  determines 
that  a  conveyance  by  a  cotenant  assuming  to  transfer  an  estate 
in  severalty  can  have  no  effect  until  the  grantor  has  an  estate 
in  severalty  on  which  the  deed  may  operate,  has  never,  so  far 
as  we  can  ascertain,  been  approved.  It  was  a  logical  conclu- 
sion drawn  from  a  false  premise.  If  it  were  true  that  a  con- 
veyance were  never  permitted  to  convey  any  estate  different 

'  Dorn  V.  Dunham,  24  Tex.  370;  Stark  v.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  3G8. 
^  McKee  r.  Bailey,  11  Gratt.  310;  Cnmpau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Midi.  38:   lldlcoiub  v. 
Coryell,  .3  Stock.  548. 
^  Houtter  r.  Porter,  27  Me.  417. 


^  207  CONVEYING    AND    LEASING.  262 

from  that  intended  to  be  conveyed,  then  we  should  agree  in 
the  conclusion  announced  in  Maine.  But  such  is  not  the  case. 
"If  a  deed  cannot  operate  in  the  manner  intended  by  the 
parties,  the  Judges  will  endeavor  to  construe  it  in  such  a  way 
as  that  it  shall  operate  in  some  other  manner."'  "When  the 
deed  cannot  take  eifect,  according  to  the  letter,  it  will  be  con- 
strued so  as  it  may  take  some  effect  or  other.'"-  Although  a 
o-rantee  may  not  obtain  the  kind  of  estate,  or  the  quantity  of 
interest  for  which  he  bargained,  we  know  of  no  reason  why 
lie  should  be  denied  such  a  lesser  estate  or  interest  as  his 
grantor  could  convey.  The  question  whether  a  conveyance 
in  severaltv  can  operate  as  a  conveyance  of  an  interest  in  an 
estate  held  in  cotenancy  can  not  arise  between  the  grantor 
and  the  grantee  in  the  deed,  because  the  former  is  estopped 
from  raising  it.  The  case  is  simply  one  where  a  grantor  con- 
veys a  greater  interest  than  he  owned  at  the  time.  It  is  the 
ordinary  case  where  a  party  is  estopped  to  claim  that  he  owned 
a  less  interest  than  his  deed  purports  to  convey.""  Even  in 
Massachusetts,  a  State  where  the  Courts  have  been  inclined 
to  restrain  the  power  of  cotenants  to  make  any  conveyance, 
on  its  face  inconsistent  with  the  cotenancy,  it  is  established 
that  a  deed  "by  metes  and  bounds  is  not  void,  but  is  good 
.against  everybody  but  the  cotenants,  and  can  only  be  avoided 
by  them."* 

>J  207.  Conveyance  of  Part,  Effect  after  Partition.— In 
the  preceding  section,  we  discussed  the  cj^uestion  whether  a 
conveyance  made  by  one  tenant  in  common,  purporting  to 
convey  part  of  an  estate  in  severalty,  could  take  effect  so  as, 
between  the  parties,  to  transfer  the  undivided  interest;  and 
this  question  we  found  not  altogether  free  from  doubt.  But 
when,  upon  partition,  or  by  conveyance  from  his  cotenants, 
or  through  any  other  means,  the  grantor  acquires  an  estate  in 
severalty  in  the  premises  so  conveyed  by  him,  this  subse- 
quently acquired  estate  vests  in  his  grantee  by  operation  of 

'  Jackson  r.  Blodgett,  16  Johns.  178;  Goodtitle  v.  Bailey,  Cowp.  600. 

-  1  Pr.  Abs.  Title,  312. 

^  Smith  t\  Modus  Water  Power  Co.,  35  Conn.  iOO. 

-  Dall  V.  Brown,  5  Cush.  291. 
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the  previous  couveyanee.    In  this  proposition,  all  the  author- 
ities treating  upon  this  subject  seem  to  concur.' 

g  208.     Where  Cotenancy  includes  Distinct  Parcels. — 

The  rule  that  one  cotenant  cannot  convey  his  moiety  in  a 
specified  part  of  the  lands  held  in  common,  does  not,  accord- 
ing to  a  preponderance  of  the  authorities,  even  where  it  is 
recognized  as  of  general  obligation,  apply  to  the  conveyance 
of  an  entire  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  though  the  cotenants,  of 
such  lot  or  parcel  are  also  cotenants  of  other  lots  or  parcels. 
8o,  though  the  subject  of  the  tenancy  may  consist  of  a  single 
tract  of  land  of  which  neither  cotenant  could  convey  his  in- 
terest in  a  part,  as  against  his  cotenant,  yet  the  cotenants 
may,  by  an  agi-eement  express  or  implied,  convert  this  tract 
into  several  smaller  tracts.  This  happens  when  all  the  co- 
tenants,  or  when  one  with  the  approbation  of  the  others, 
cause  the  tract  to  be  laid  out  into  town  lots  or  blocks,  sepa- 
rated from  one  another  by  streets  and  alleys.  In  such  cases, 
the  acts  of  the  pai-ties  turn  a  cotenancy  of  one  large  tract 
into  several  cotenancies  of  several  distinct  but  smaller  tracts, 
' '  and  they  become  tenants  in  common  of  each  lot  or  parcel 
by  itself."  Therefore,  "one  of  them  may  convey  all  his  un- 
divided interest  in  the  Avhole  of  any  one  of  these  distinct 
parcels;  and  his  deed  will  be  valid  and  effectual  against  his 
cotenants."-  But  cases  are  not  wanting  which  limit  the  right 
of  a  cotenant  to  convey  his  interest  in  any  specific  part  of 
the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  although  they  coi^sist  of  distinct 
parcels.  As  the  chief  objection  to  such  conveyance  is  its 
alleged  interference  with  the  right  to  partition,  it  is  claimed 
that  this  objection  exists  with  equal  force  where  the  lands, 
though  separate,  are  within  the  same  jurisdiction,  and  are 
therefore  liable  to  partition  in  the  same  proceeding.  For 
instance,  if  A  and  B  own  two  lots  of  land  as  cotenants,  an 

*  Primm  v.  Walker,  38  Mo.  97;  Cox  r.  McMullin,  11  Gr:itt.  90;  Cuuningham  r.  Pat- 
tee,  99  Mass.  251;  De  Wittu.  Harvoj',  i  Gray,  491;  Johnson  v.  Stevens,  7  Cusli.  4.'J3: 
Campau  v.  Godlrey,  18  Mich.  37;  Challefox  i'.  Ducharme,  4  Wis.  554;  Smith  r.  Ben- 
>on.  9Vt.  138;  McKeo  v.  Barley,  11  Gratt.  340;  Cogswells.  Reed,  12  Me.  198;  lloloonilj 
u.  Coryell,  3  Stock.  548. 

-  Primm  v.  Walker,  38  Mo.  98;  Carroll  >\  Norwood,  1  liar.  A-  .1. 100;  IIohn&.  r.  Me- 
Gee,  27  Mo.  597;  Butler  v.  Boys,  25  Mich.  54;  Starr  v.  Leavitt,  2  Conn.  24G;  IJeinicker 
r.  Smith,  2  Har.  &  J.  421, 
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advantageous  partition  may  often  be  accomplished  by  assign- 
ing one  to  A  and  the  other  to  B.  But  if  B  may  sell  his  in- 
terest in  one  lot,  then  A  must  submit  to  two  actions  for  par- 
tition, resulting  in  his  having  not  one  whole  lot,  but  two  half 
lots,  situate  in  different  localities.  For  these  reasons,  it  has 
been  intimated  that  the  riile  forbidding  conveyances  by  either 
cotenant  of  his  interest  in  a  part  of  the  subject  of  the  ten- 
ancy, applies  where  the  lands  are  in  distinct  parcels,  biit  all 
situate  in  one  county.'  So  it  has  been  held,  with  a  great  ex- 
hibition of  confidence  in  the  correctness  of  the  decision,  that 
the  rule  extends  to  "a  variety  of  tracts  of  land  throughout 
the  State. "2 

g  209.  An  agreement  to  convey,  entered  into  by  several 
cotenants,  by  which  they  stipulate  that  they  will  give  ' '  a 
good  and  sufficient  warranty  deed,"  etc.,  does  not  require 
either  to  warrant  the  title  of  the  others.  It  is  complied  with 
if  each  makes  a  separate  deed  of  his  moiety  containing  the 
stipulated  covenant,  or  if  all  join  in  a  deed  in  which  each 
grantor  warrants  his  share,  but  not  that  of  his  co-grantor.^ 

§  210.  Covenant  of  Seizin,  when  Broken. — If  a  cotenant 
undertake  to  convey  his  interest  in  a  part  of  the  premises, 
and  insert  in  the  conveyance  a  covenant  that  he  has  a  good 
right  to  sell  and  convey,  such  covenant  is  broken  instantan- 
eously upon  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  if  the  lands  be  situated 
in  one  of  the  States  in  which  such  attempted  transfers  are  re- 
garded as  void.*  Where  a  grantor  covenants  that  he  is  seized 
in  fee  of  an  undivided  interest  in  the  premises  conveyed,  and 
partition  had  previously  been  made  by  order  of  Court,  of 
which  he  was  ignorant,  he  is  liable  on  his  covenant,  although 
he  conveys  no  more  than  his  original  jDortion  of  the  whole 
tract. '^  When  he  conveys  the  premises  in  severalty  with  a 
covenant  of  seizin,  he  becomes  liable  for  the  breach  of  his 
covenant  as  to  the  moiety  of  his  cotenant.  The  damages  are 
one-half  of  the  consideration  of  the  deed,  where  the  interest 
of  the  other  cotenant  is  an  undivided  one-half,^  and,  in  other 

'  Peabody  v.  Minot,  24  Pick.  333.  ^  Thompson  r.  Barber,  12  N.  H.  .505. 

•'  Coe  V.  Harahan,  8  Gray,  198.  *  Mitchell  r.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  495. 

5  Morrison  v.  McArthurr,  43  Me.  567.      «  Downer  r.  Smith,  38  Vt.  468. 
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cases,  Ave  suppose,  would  bear  the  same  proportion  to  the 
consideration  paid  for  the  conveyance  that  the  title  of  the 
non-conveying  cotenants  bears  to  the  title  assumed  to  be  con- 
veyed. 

^  211.  Words  in  Deed  restricted  to  Interest  Conveyed. — 
A  conveyance  of  an  undivided  half  of  a  certain  farm,  bounded, 
etc.,  (giving  the  exterior  boinidaries, )  together  with  all  the 
grantor's  "  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  and  demand 
whatsoever, "  which  he  hath  to  the  above  described  premises, 
either  in  law  or  in  equity,  from  the  last  will  of  S.  S.,  etc., 
does  not  convey,  nor  purport  to  convey,  any  more  than  an 
undivided  one-half  interest.  The  general  words  used  must 
be  restrained  to  the  particular  occasion.  The  object  of  the 
deed  was  undoubtedly  to  convey  but  a  moiety,  ' '  and  the  gen- 
eral words  are  throwTi  in  to  show  how  the  right  of  the  gi-antoi- 
was  derived."^  If  the  description  in  a  deed  is  "  one-half  of 
the  land  hereinafter  described,  both  in  quantity  and  quality, 
one-half  of  all  the  lands  contained  within  the  bounds  here- 
after mentioned,  namely,  beginning,  etc.,  the  one-half  of  the 
whole  of  said  land,  and  one-half  of  the  buildings  on  the 
same,  and  also  one  other  piece  of  land,  containing,  etc.,  and 
bounded,"  etc.,  such  description  will  be  constraed  as  efiecting 
a  conveyance  of  one-half  only  of  the  last  named  tract.  "  The 
terms  and  also,  which  introduce  the  description  of  the  land 
in  question,  show  that  the  same  portion  of  the  land  was  in- 
tended to  be  granted  as  of  that  described  in  the  preceding 
part.  "- 

^  212.    The  rights  of  diflferent  grantees  in  severalty  of 

distinct  parcels  of  land  from  the  same  cotenant  are  equal,  irre- 
spective of  the  dates  of  their  several  grants.  Thus,  if  a  tenant 
in  common  of  a  lot  of  land  sell  and  convey  the  north  one-half 
thereof  in  severalty  to  A,  and  the  south  one-half  thereof  in 
severalty,  at  a  subsequent  date,  to  B,  A  has  not,  on  account 
of  the  priority  of  his  grant,  any  superior  legal  or  equitable 
rights  to  B.  If,  at  the  time  of  the  conveyances,  the  parties 
all  supposed  the  grantor  to  be  seized  of  an  estate  in  severalty, 
and  a  moiety  thereof  is  afterwards  recovered  by  a  claimant 

'  .Jackson  r.  Stevens.  If;  .IdlmH.  111.  ^  Hiip^iood  c.  Wliitiiian.  13  Mass.  -IC"). 
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under  a  paramount  title,  A  cannot  compel  such  a  partition  as 
will  set  off  the  north  half  to  him,  and  leave  the  moiety  re- 
covered to  be  assigned  out  of  B's  half.  ' '  There  seems  no  such 
relations  between  earlier  and  later  purchasers  as  authorize 
the  former  to  impose  any  such  obligations  on  the  latter.  The 
rights  and  equities  of  each  are  equally  ample  and  perfect. 
The  loss  which  they  suffer  in  this  instance  is  not  from  an  in- 
cumbrance, which  may  be  extinguished,  either  by  the  appro- 
priation of  the  land  left  with  the  heirs  or  a  contribution  among 
themselves,  but  is  a  full  and  paramount  right  over  a  portion 
of  the  lands  of  each .  As  respects  heirs,  we  would  endeavor 
to  mould  their  rights,  so  as  to  protect  the  alienee  of  their  an- 
cestor, but  we  find  no  authority  to  apply  any  such  principles 
between  purchasers,  and  we  must  leave  each  to  sustain  his 
share  of  the  burthen."^ 

g  213.  Involuntary  Transfer. — The  interest  of  either  co- 
tenant  may  be  divested  from  him  and  vested  in  another  by 
involuntary  transfer  thereof,  the  same  as  though  the  property 
were  held  in  severalty.  No  one,  so  far  as  we  know,  has  ever 
denied  that  the  interest  of  a  cotenant  may  be  seized,  either 
upon  execution  oj;  attachment,  and  thereby  appropriated  to 
the  discharge  of  his  liabilities.  The  cases  in  which  such 
seizures  and  appropriations  have  been  sustained  are  nume- 
rous.^ The  chief  difficulty  has  been  to  determine  the  respec- 
tive rights  of  the  seizing  officer  and  the  cotenants  of  the 
judgment  or  other  debtor  to  the  possession  of  the  property, 
and  the  extent  of  property  which  must  be  embraced  in  a  levy 
upon  the  real  estate  of  a  cotenant. 

§  214.  Officer  with  Execution  may  take  Exclusive 
Possession. — In  respect  to  the  relative  rights  of  an  attaching 
officer  and  the  cotenant  of  the  person  against  whom  the  at- 
tachment issued,  to  the  possession  of  personal  property  taken 
under  the  attachment,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  officer  is  en- 
titled to  take  exclusive  possession  and  to  retain  such  posses- 

'  Dennisou  i'.  Foster.  9  Ohio,  130. 

-  Melville  v.  Brown,  15  Mass.  82;  McMechan  v.  Griffiiig,  9  Pick.  537;  Heydon  v. 
Heydon,  1  Salk.  392;  Buddmgton  v.  Stewart,  14  Cobii.  -408;  Hayden  v.  Binney,  7 
Gray,  410;  James  v.  Stratton.  32  111.  202;  Munroe  v.  Luke,  19  Pick.  39;  Strickland  v. 
Parker,  54  Me.  263. 
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sion  until  the  sale,  aud  may  deliver  the  whole  to  the  purchaser.' 
It  is  conceded  that  this  rule  works  a  hardship  upon  the  co- 
tenant  whose  interest  is  not  attached,  and  who  has  been  guilty 
of  no  act  or  default  which  ought  to  prejudice  him,  by  producing 
a  temporary  suspension  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  owner- 
ship. The  officer  must  not  undertake  to  sell  the  whole.  Though, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  writ,  he  may  take  exclusive  possession, 
he  has  no  right  to  assume  the  axithority  of  conveying  title  to 
the  whole;  and  whether  he  assumes  to  do  so  or  not,  he  cannot 
affect  the  title  of  any  cotenant  not  included  in  his  writ.  An 
involuutai-y,  like  a  voluntary  transfer  or  conveyance,  cauuot 
prejudice  those  who  are  not  in  law  parties  to  it.  Upon  a  sale 
of  property  upon  execution,  the  purchaser  becomes  tenant  in 
common  with  the  cotenant  of  the  judgment  debtor.  The  at- 
taching officer,  it  is  said,  is  not  bound  to  permit  a  severance 
and  partition  of  chattels  in  his  possession.  If  the  cotenant  of 
the  judgment  debtor  severs  his  share  from  the  goods  seized 
under  the  writ,  he  is  liable  to  the  officer  in  an  action  of  trover. 
The  creditor  is  not  compellable  to  assent  to  a  division.  He 
has  the  right  to  seize  upon  and  sell  the  undivided  share  of 
the  debtor  in  the  Avhole  property.'-  If  the  officer  levy  upon 
the  property  as  belonging  to  the  defendant  exclusively,  in- 
stead of  levying  upon  his  uudi%aded  interest,  this  is  an  in- 
vasion of  the  rights  of  the  other  cotenants,  for  which  they 
may  sustain  an  action.^ 

§  215.  Officer  must  take  Possession. — The  officer  hold- 
ing a  Avrit  of  attachment  or  execution  against  one  cotenant 
may,  as  we  have  seen,  take  exclusive  possession  of  the  chat- 
tel levied  upon,  retain  it  imtil  the  sale,  and  then  deliver  it  to 
the  purchaser.  But  taking  possession  is  not  optional  with 
the  officer.  He  must  take  possession,  or  in  some  way  subject 
the  property  to  his  control,  in  order  to  make  a  valid  levy  and 
sale.^ 

'  Waldman  v.  Brodcr,  10  Cal.  378;  Walsh  c.  Adams.  :?  Denio,  1-25:  Bcrnal  r.  Hov- 
ious,  17  O-.l.  'Al:  Ca)d\rell  v.  An«ir,  4  Minn.  217;  Waddell  c.  Cook.  2  Hill.  48;  PliiV- 
1  ps  ('.  Cook,  -24  Wtiid.  389;  Welch  r.  Clark,  12  Vt.  G8(j;  Whitnov  r.  Ladd,  10  Vt.  1C5; 
Keed  o.  Shepardsoii,  2  Vt.  120. 

^  Reed  i'.  Howard,  2  Met.  40. 

'■'  Neary  v.  Cahill,  20  111.  214;  King  v.  Manning  Com.  lien.  019;  Waddell  v.  Cook,  2 
E;.11,  48. 

*  Brown  v.  Lane,  19  Tex.  20:3;  Converse  v.  McKce,  14  Tex.  30. 
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§  216.    Convey ance  of  Part  under  Execution. — We  have 
already  seen  that  the  decisions  determining  the  effect  of   a 
conveyance  made  by  a  cotenant,  and  purporting  to  convey 
his  interest  in  some  specified  parcel,  are  very  inharmonious. 
The  reasons  which  exist  in  the  case  of  a  voluntary  are  some- 
what different  from  those  accompanying  an  involuntary  con- 
veyance.    The  purchase  of  a  grantor's  interest  in  a  specified 
parcel  is  in  effect  a  Avager  that  such  parcel  will  be  set  off  to 
him  on  partition,  or  otherwise  confirmed  to  him  by  the  other 
cotenants.    Still,  if  such  circumstances  exist  that  the  grantor 
sees  fit  to  make,  and  the  grantee  to  accept,  a  conveyance 
which  may,  in  the  event  of  an  unfavorable  partition,  convey 
nothing,  we  can  see  no  valid  reason  for  denying  the  utmost 
effect  to  the  deed  which  it  can  be  given,  consistently  with  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenants.    But  in  the  case  of  an  involun- 
tary transfer  of  property,  the  interest  of  the  person  whose 
estate  is  to  be  divested  by  compulsion  ought  to  be  carefully 
considered  and  jealously  guarded.    If  an  officer  may  lawfully 
levy  on  a  specific  parcel  and  subject  it  to  a  forced  sale,  he 
may  thereby  sacrifice  the  property  of  the  defendant,  for  few- 
persons  would  be  found  willing  to  bid  for  that  which,  when 
23urchased,  consisted  of  a  mere  contingent  interest — an  in- 
terest which  the  other  cotenants  were  not  bound  to  notice, 
and  which  might  be  finally  lost  upon  a  partition  of  the  com- 
mon property.     Hence  the  rule,  supported  by  a  decided  pre- 
ponderance of   authorities,  is  that  a  levy  and   sale  of   the 
debtor's  interest  in  a  specific  part  of   the  lands  cannot  be 
sustained.'     The  highest  judicial  tribunals  in  several  of  the 
States,  as  w-e  have  shown,  have  declared  themselves  in  favor 
of  sustaining  conveyances  by  metes  and  bounds  of  a  j^art  of 
a  cotenant's  lands  as  far  as  may  be  done  without  prejudicing 
the  cotenants  of  the  grantor.     Whether  all  these  tribunals 
would  uphold  an  involuntary  conveyance  of  the  same  nature 
cannot  be  ascertained,  because  the  question  does  not  seem  to 
have  arisen  except  in  the  State  of  Ohio.     In  that  State,  the 
deed  of  the  sheriff  is  given  the  same  effect,  in  this  respect, 

'  Hinman  v.  Leavenworth,  2  Conn.  244;  Starr  v.  Leavitt,  2  Conn.  246;  Staniford  v. 
PiiUerton,  18  Me.  229;  Lawrence  v.  Burnham,  4  Nev.  368:  Soutter  v.  Porter,  27  Me. 
405;  Smith  v.  Knight,  20  N.  H.  17. 
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as  though  it  were  a  vohintary  conveyance.'  Biit  if  the  same 
persons  are  cotenants  of  separate  tracts  of  land,  an  execution 
need  not  be  levied  upon  both  tracts.  A  levy  upon  and  sale 
of  one  tract  is  not  an  attempt  to  create  new  tenancies,  for 
each  separate  tract  is  generally  treated  as  forming  the  subject 
of  an  independent  tenancy. - 

g  217.  Execution  against  both  Cotenants. — If  an  execu- 
tion be  issued  against  two  or  more  cotenants,  and  one  of 
them  point  out  certain  real  estate  as  being  subject  to  levy  as 
the  property  of  his  co-defendant,  and  thereupon  such  prop- 
erty is  levied  upon,  advertised,  and  sold  as  the  property  of 
such  co-defendant,  when  in  fact  it  belonged  to  both  defend- 
ants, the  only  title  divested  by  the  sale  is  that  of  him  whose 
interest  was  seized.  The  fact  that  both  cotenants  were  also 
judgment  debtors  does  not  alter  the  effect  of  the  sale ;  ^  nor 
does  the  pointing  out  of  the  property  as  subject  to  levy  as 
above  stated,  create  any  such  estoppel  as  to  prevent  him  who 
so  pointed  it  out  from  asserting  his  title  as  a  part  o^\aier.^ 

g  218.  A  policy  of  insurance  containing  the  stipulation 
"that,  in  case  of  any  sale,  transfer,  or  change  of  title  of  any 
property  insured  by  this  company,  or  of  any  individual  interest 
therein,  such  insurance  shall  be  void  and  cease,"  is  rendered 
void  by  a  sale  and  transfer  by  one  partner  to  one  of  his  co- 
partners of  his  interest  in  the  partnership  property  Avithout 
the  consent  of  the  company.'^  The  condition  of  this  policy 
included,  in  language  too  clear  to  be  misunderstood,  a  trans- 
fer by  one  partner  or  cotenant  to  the  other,  because  it  ex- 
pressly stipulated  against  conveyances  of  any  "individual 
interest."  But  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  where  the 
condition  being  expressed  in  less  precise  terms,  provided 
"that  if  the  property  should  be  sold  or  conveyed  without 
the  consent  of  the  company,  it  should  be  void."  The  reasons 
given  in  support  of  the  rule  are,  that  "in  making  contracts 
of  insurance,  the  company  has  regard  to  the  habits  and  char- 
acter of  the  other  contracting  parties.     If  a  tirm  is  composed 

'  Treon  i'.  Enieiick,  6  Ohio,  ;W!).  -  Butler  r.  Hoys,  25  IMicli.  ."jS. 

*  Soutlierlaiul  i'.  Cox,  3  Dev.  394.  '  AndrowH  i.\  Murpliy.  12  Ga.  4.S1. 

■'  Dix  c.  The  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  22  111.  272;  'I'he  Hartford  Fiiv  Ins.  Co.  r.  Itoss,  23 
In<l.  182. 
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in  part  of  prudent,  careful  men,  a  company  may  be  willing  to 
insure  the  property  of  the  firm,  though  the  others  are  of  an 
entirely  different  character.  But  if,  after  this  was  done,  those 
who  were  prudent  and  careful,  could,  by  selling  out  to  the 
others,  leave  the  company  exposed  to  the  unguarded  negli- 
gence of  the  latter,  it  might  suffer  the  same  evil  as  from  a  sale 
to  strangers. " '  But  this  line  of  reasoning  has  not  always  been 
regarded  as  conclusive,  and,  in  a  number  of  cases,  it  has  been 
adjudged  that  a  transfer  from  one  part  owner  to  another  is 
not  within  the  general  prohibition  of  alienation  of  the  prop- 
erty insured.^  In  deciding  this  question,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  the  State  of  New  York  said:  "It  is  suggested  that  the 
proviso  may  have  been  designed  to  secure  the  continuance  in 
the  firm  of  the  only  member  in  whom  the  insurers  reposed 
confidence.  The  only  evidence  of  their  confidence  in  either 
is  the  fact  that  they  contracted  with  all;  and  the  theory  is 
rather  fanciful  than  sound,  that  they  may  have  intended  to 
conclude  a  bargain  with  rogues,  on  the  faith  of  a  proviso  that 
an  honest  man  should  be  kept  in  the  firm  to  watch  them. 
Certainly,  nothing  appears  in  the  present  case  to  indicate 
that  all  the  assured  were  not  equally  worthy  of  confidence; 
and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that,  in  any  case,  underwriters 
would  deliberately  insure  those  whose  integrity  they  had 
reason  to  distrust.'""  The  answer  here  given  to  the  argument 
that  the  proviso  may  have  been  inserted  to  retain  in  the  firm 
some  member  in  whose  honesty  the  assurers  had  especial  con- 
fidence, is  equally  applicable  as  a  reply  to  the  other  argu- 
ment, that  such  proviso  may  have  been  incorporated  in  the 
policy  to  secure  the  continuance  in  the  firm  of  the  member 
upon  whose  discretion  and  caution  the  insurers  chiefl}^  relied. 
The  theory  is  truly  moi'e  fanciful  than  real.  If  any  such 
special  confidence  induced  the  granting  of  the  policy,  this 
fact  ought  to  be  proved  rather  than  presumed.    But  the  chief 

'  Keeler  r.  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co..  16  Wis.  536;  Finley  v.  The  Lj'coming  Counh-  Mu- 
tnal  Ins.  Co.,  30  Pa.  St.  312;  Buckley  r.  Garrett.  47  Pa.  St.  204. 

-  McMasters  r.  The  Westciiester  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  25  Wend.  379:  Tillou  r.  Kingston 
Mutuallna.  Co.,  7  Barb.  570:  Wilson  v.  The  Genesee  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  16  Barb.  511: 
4  Kern.  418;  Dey  r.  The  Poughkeepsie  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  23  Barb.  627;  Buffalo  Steam 
Engine  Works  v.  The  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co..  17  N.  Y.  412;  Hobbs  v.  Memphis  Ins.  Co., 
1  Sneed,  444. 

•'  ITofiman  r.  Etna  Ins.  Co.,  ?,2  IS.  Y.  411. 
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vice  of  the  rule  that  alienatiou  behveeu  joint  oAvuers  avoids 
a  policy  of  insurance  is,  that  it  seems  to  be  as  applicable  to 
the  transfer  of  the  interest  of  the  dishonest  and  imprudent, 
as  to  that  of  the  honest  and  prudent  cotenant. 

^  21i>.  The  change  of  possession  necessary  to  free  a 
sale  of  personal  property  from  the  imputation  of  fraud,  and 
to  render  it  valid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor,  can- 
not always  be  accomplished  when  the  chattel  belongs  to  co- 
tenants,  only  one  of  whom  parts  with  his  interest.  If  a 
chattel  be  in  the  possession  of  A,  B,  the  cotenant  of  A,  has 
no  legal  means  of  acquiring  possession.  B  may  sell  his  in- 
terest to  C,  but  he  cannot  authorize  C  to  take  possession. 
C  must  therefore  Avait  until  A  is  willing  to  surrender  posses- 
sion, or  until,  in  some  unguarded  moment,  he  allows  C  an 
opportunity  of  seizing  and  carrying  it  away.  The  law  does 
not  require  C  to  obtain  possession  from  A,  in  order  to  estab- 
lish, even  as  against  creditors,  the  validity  of  his  purchase 
from  B.' 

>^  220.  Cotenants  may  lease  either  to  one  another  or  to 
strangers.  They  may  all  concur  in  the  lease,  or  each  may 
lease  his  moiety  separately.  If,  however,  the  lessors  be  co- 
parceners or  tenants  in  common,  the  lease  operates  as  the 
separate  demise  of  each,  and  must  be  so  treated.  Leases 
made  by  cotenants  are  subject  to  the  same  limitation  in  their 
etfect  to  which  conveyances  are  subject:  viz.,  they  cannot 
transfer  any  higher  right  than  the  cotenant  making  them  pos- 
sessed; they  cannot  impair  the  rights  of  the  other  cotenants, 
nor  confer  a  right  to  occupy  the  Avhoh^,  nor  any  particular 
part  in  severalty.  But  one  joint-tenant  may  impair  or  i)Ost- 
pone  the  rights  of  the  other,  as  survivor.  "As  each  of  se\- 
eral  joint-tenants  in  fee,  or  for  their  lives,  has  an  estate  not 
only  for  his  own  life,  but  for  his  companion's  too,  lie  may 
grant  a  lease  for  years  of  his  own  share,  to  commence  at  a 
future  day,  nay,  even  after  liis  death,  the  term  in  the  mean- 
time existing  in  interest,  though  not  in  possession.  And  tlie 
same  rule  prevails  in  tlie  case  of  joint-tenants  for  years. "- 

■  Beaumont  v.  Crane,  1-t  Mass.  400;  CushiiiK  v.  Ih-eed,  M  Allen,  380. 
''■  See  1  riatton  Lea-ses,  p.  125  to  138,  I'or  lull  trcatineiit  of  subjeet  of  leases  l)_v  ami 
between  joint-tenants.  t<.'nants  in  eonnnon,  ami  eopareeners. 
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OF  THE  OUSTER  OF  ONE  COTEXANT  BY  ANOTHER. 

Difference  between  Evidence  of,  and  of  ordinary  Ouster,  6  221. 

Burden  of  Proving,  ^  222. 

By  Adverse  Entry,  §  223. 

By  Entiy  under  Deed  of  the  Whole,  <i  224. 

By  Entry  under  Deed  of  the  Whole,  ^  225. 

Conveyance  of  the  Whole,  without  Enti-y,  ^>  226. 

Possession  under  Decree  of  Partition,  vS  227. 

Exclusive  Possession  of  Part,  ^S  228. 

Notice  of  Ouster,  whether  must  be  given  Tenant  Ousted,  j  229. 

Notice  of  Ouster,  whether  must  be  given  Tenant  Ousted,  $  230. 

Difference  between  Ouster  as  Defence  and  as  Cause  of  Action,  ^  231. 

Is  a  question  for  the  Jury,  v)  232. 

Must  be  found  in  direct  terms,  vS  233. 

Ouster  by  Force,  ^  234. 

Ouster  by  Denial  of  Coteuanfs  Pdght,  v^  235. 

Ouster  by  Refusal  to  let  Cotenant  in  Possession,  ^  236. 

Ouster  by  Refusal,  what  demand  necessary  to,  <{i  237. 

Ouster  by  Receiving  Rents,  ^  238. 

Ouster  by  Cutting  Timber,  vN  239. 

Ouster  by  Building  Permanent  Structm-e,  240. 

Ouster,  unequivocal  acts  essential  to,  ^  241. 

Ouster,  when  may  be  inferred,  (^  242. 

Disseizor,  taking  Deed  from  a  Cotenant,  51  243. 

Ouster,  Statute  in  England  concerning:  iS  244. 

g  221.    An  ouster  of  his  cotenant  by  a  tenant  in  common 

is  an  act  which  may,  in  general  terms,  be  described  in  the  same 
language  as  any  other  ouster,  i.e.,  it  "is  awi-ongful  disposses- 
sion or  exclusion  of  a  party  from  real  property,  who  is  entitled 
to  the  possession."  Ouster,  both  where  the  property  is  OAvned 
in  severalty  and  where  it  is  held  in  undivided  interests,  de- 
pends upon  the  intent  of  the  party  taking  and  holding  pos- 
session. This  intent  can  rarely  be  established  by  the  declar- 
ations or  confessions  of  the  party  in  whose  mind  it  is  claimed 
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to  have  been  formed.  It  must  therefore  generally  be  evi- 
denced from  the  acts  of  the  party.  If  a  jDerson  having  no 
title  thereto  enter  upon  a  parcel  of  land  and  subject  it  to  his 
dominion,  and  claim  and  exercise  the  rights  of  ownership  over 
it,  little  or  no  doubt  can  exist,  in  the  absence  of  explanatoiy 
circumstances,  that  he  intended  to  oust  the  true  ow-ner.  But 
if,  on  the  other  hand,  a  cotenant  enter  upon  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  realty  of  the  cotenancy,  as  he  has  a  legal  right  to 
enter,  the  law  presumes  that  he  intends  nothing  beyond  an 
assertion  of  his  right.  There  must,  therefore,  exist  other 
and  stronger  evidence  to  prove  that  one  cotenant  has  ousted 
another,  than  would  be  required  to  prove  that  a  person  having 
no  right  to  the  possession  had  ousted  an  owoier  in  severalty.' 
An  ouster,  "as  against  a  cotenant,  cannot  be  proved  merely 
by  acts  which  are  consistent  with  an  honest  intent  to  acknowl- 
edge and  conform  to  the  rights  of  the  cotenant,  although  such 
acts  might  be  sufficient  evidence  of  an  ouster  between  the 
parties,  if  there  was  no  tenancy  in  common,  and  each  claimed 
the  whole."-  "From  the  peculiar  and  intimate  connection 
existing  between  tenants  in  common  of  real  estate,  the  proof 
of  an  ouster,  by  one  of  another  of  them,  ought  to  be  of  the 
most  satisfactory  nature."^  "The  acts  and  declarations  of 
the  party  in  possession  are  to  be  constraed  much  more 
strongly  against  him,  than  where  there  is  no  privity  of  title. ""' 
' '  There  must  be  outward  acts  of  exclusive  ownership  of  an 
unequivocal  character,  overt  and  notorious,  and  of  such  a 
nature  as  by  their  own  import  to  impart  information  and 
give  notice  to  the  cotenants  that  an  adverse  possession  and 
an  actual  disseizin  are  intended  to  be  asserted  against  them."'* 
"There  can  be  no  legal  doubt  that  one  tenant  in  common 
may  disseize  another.  The  only  dift'erence  between  that  and 
the  other  cases  is,  that  the  acts  which,  if  done  by  a  stranger, 
would  per  se  be  a  disseizin,  are,  in  the  case  of  tenancies  in 
common,  susceptible  of  explanation  consistently  with  the  real 
title.     Acts  of  ownership  are  not,  in  tenancies  in  common, 

'  Barret  e.  Cobimi,  3  Met.  Ky.  .51:1;  Forward  v.  Deetz,  32  Pa.  St.  72. 

-  Newell  V.  Woodruff,  ."30  Conn.  498. 

^  Adam  v.  Ames  Injii  Co.,  24  Conn.  2.35. 

'  Baily  r.  Tramniell,  27  Tex.  328. 

■'  Warfield  r.  IJndell,  38  Mo.  581.    See  same  case  in  30  Mo.  283. 

C.  k  P.— 18 
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necessarily  acts  of  disseizin.  It  depends  on  tlie  intent  with 
which  they  are  done."^ 

§   222.      The    burden    of    proving    an    ouster    always 

devolves  upon  the  cotenant  who  asserts  its  existence.  If  the 
action  be  in  ejectment,  and  the  fact  of  ouster  be  denied  by 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  has  been  ousted 
before  he  can  prevail.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defendant 
avers  the  existence  of  an  ouster  and  a  continuous  adverse 
holding  for  a  time  sufficient  to  bar  the  plaintiff's  remedy  by 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  burden  of  prov- 
ing such  ouster  is  shifted  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 
Prima  facie,  the  possession  of  every  cotenant  is  presumed 
to  be  by  virtue  of  his  title,  and  not  in  hostility  to  the  rights 
of  his  cotenants.  Whoever  seeks  to  assert  a  remedy,  to  the 
granting  of  which  the  fact  of  ouster  is  a  prerequisite,  must 
first  remove  this  j9W?y2 a  /ac/e  presumption.  "The  law  will 
not  presume,  without  evidence,  that  any  man  intends  to  do  an 
unlawful  act,  but  will  presume  that  every  man,  having  a  right 
of  entry  or  possession,  enters  or  occupies  according  to  his 
title. "^  But  in  order  to  throw  upon  plaintiff  the  onus  of 
establishing  that  the  possession  of  the  defendant  is  hostile, 
the  latter  must  show  that  he  is  a  cotenant  with  the  plaintiff. 
This  rule  is  applicable  whether  the  declaration  proceeds  upon 
the  theory  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  sole  owner,  or  upon  the 
theory  that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  specified  undivided  interest. 
It  does  not  follow  necessaril}',  nor  will  any  prima  facie  pre- 
sumption be  indulged,  that  because  plaintiff"  is  entitled  to  one 
moiety,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  other.  But  when  the 
defendant  proves  his  cotenancy  with  plaintiff,  the  presumption 
of  law  arises  that  the  possession  is  not  adverse;  and  the  plain- 
tiff must  then  overcome  this  presumption  before  he  can  re- 
cover.^ 


g  223.  Adverse  Entry. — The  difficulty  of  determining 
whether  a  given  state  of  facts  constitutes  an  ouster  of  one  co- 
tenant  by  another  may  be  removed  by  circumstances  or  dec- 


'  Prescott  V.  Nevers,  4  Mason  C.  C.  330:  Thornton  v.  York  Bank,  45  Me.  161. 
-  Van  Bibber's  Lessee  v.  Frazier.  17  Md.  443;  Berthold  v.  Fox,  13  Minn.  507. 
■'  Gillett  )'.  Stanley.  1  Hill.  127;  Sharp  v.  Ingraham,  4  Hill,  116;  Sigler  v.  Van  Riper, 
10  Wend.  419:  Arnot  r.  B;adl.-.  ITill  A  Denio.  181. 
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larations  from  which  the  true  intent  of  the  party  is  clearly 
manifested.  If  the  intent  in  the  mind  of  the  tenant  making 
or  resisting  an  entry  is  to  take  or  retain  the  property  as  his 
own,  and  this  intent  is  so  clearly  manifested  by  him  as  to  be 
known  to  the  other  co-OAvners,  or  as  to  be  noticed  by  persons 
of  ordinary  diligence  in  attending  to  their  own  interests,  then 
there  is  no  longer  any  reason  to  presume  that  the  entry  Avas  in 
harmony  with  the  rights  of  the  cotenants,  and  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  an  ouster  has  been  committed.  "Although  the 
entry  of  one  is,  generally  speaking,  the  entry  of  both,  yet  if 
he  enter  claiming  the  whole  to  himself,  it  will  be  adverse."' 

g  224.     The  character  of  an  entry  may  be  inferred  from 

the  conveyance  under  which  it  is  made,  as  well  as  established 
by  direct  declarations  of  the  party  making  it.  The  entry  of 
a  person  imder  a  conveyance  which  purports  to  convey  a 
moiety  may  T^^ell  be  presumed  to  be  simply  as  claimant  of 
such  moiety.  But  when  the  conveyance  purports  to  dispose 
of  the  whole,  should  not  the  entry  be  presumed  to  be  in  the 
assertion  of  a  right  in  severalty?  Should  not  such  entry  be, 
of  itseK,  sufficient  evidence  that  the  grantee  intended  thereby 
to  assert  all  the  rights  with  which  his  grantor  has  assumed 
the  authority  to  invest  him?  In  other  words,  is  not  an  entiy 
under  a  conveyance  which  purports  to  convey  the  entirety, 
equivalent  to  an  express  declaration  on  the  jiart  of  the  grantee 
that  he  enters  "claiming  the  whole  to  himself;"  and  is  it  not, 
therefore,  such  a  disseizin  as  sets  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
in  motion  in  favor  of  such  grantee?  The  answers  made  to 
these  questions  are  irreconcilable.  But  a  decided  majority 
of  them  are  certainly  in  the  affirmative.-  Judge  Story,  in  the 
case  of  Prescott  v.  Nevers,^  says:  "  I  take  the  principle  of  law 

'  Lodge  r.  Patterson,  3  Watts,  77;  Ashley  v.  Kector.  20  Ark.  359;  Shvimway  r.  Hol- 
brook,  1  Pick.  117;  Clymer's  Lessee  v.  Dawkins,  3  How.  U.  S.  C89;  Daniel  v.  Wood- 
roflfu,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  832;  Caperton  v.  Gregory,  11  Gratt.  508. 

^  Nelson  i\  Davis,  35  Ind.  483;  Clark  r.  Vaughan,  3  Conn.  191;  Hurno  i\  llowcll. 
46  Ga.  9;  Gill  i'.  Fauntleroy's  Heirs,  8  B.  Monr.  18C;  Long  v.  Stapp.  49  Mo.  508;  Gray 
V.  Bates,  3  Strob.  500;  Bogardus  i\  Trinity  Cliurch,  4  Paige,  178;  Bigelow  i\  Jones, 
10  Pick.  102;  Goewey  v.  Urig,  18  111.  242;  Hinkley  v.  Greene,  52  111.  230,  233;  Clapp  v. 
Bromagham,  9  Cow.  530;  Bradstreet  v.  Huntington,  5  Pet.  MS;  Clymer's  Le.ssee  c. 
Dawkins,  3  How.  U.  S.  089;  Townsend  .V  Pastor's  Case,  4  Leon.  32;  Keed  r.  Taylor,  5 
Barn.  &  Ad.  575;  Parker  v.  The  Proprietors,  .3  Met.  101;  Ale.xunder  r.  Kennedy,  19 
Tex.  49C:  Cain  v.  Furlow,  47  Geo.  074;  Long  c.  Stapp.  49  Mo.  50C. 

'  4  Ma.son,  C.  C.  330. 
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to  be  clear,  that  where  a  person  enters  into  land  under  a  claim 
of  title  thereto  by  a  recorded  deed,  his  entry  and  possession 
are  referred  to  such  title;  and  that  he  is  deemed  to  have  a 
seizin  of  the  land  coextensive  with  the  boundaries  stated  in 
his  deed,  where  there  is  no  open  adverse  possession  of  the 
laud  so  described  in  any  other  person."  In  an  early  case  in 
New  York,  a  conveyance  had  been  made  by  V  for  a  whole  lot. 
But  it  appeared  that  the  grantor,  instead  of  being  entitled  to 
the  whole  property  as  sole  heir,  as  was  supposed  at  the  mak- 
ing of  the  deed,  was  only  one  of  the  heirs.  The  Court  held 
that  this  did  not  change  the  entry  nor  control  the  possession 
of  the  grantee,  so  as  to  render  it  an  entry  and  possession  as  a 
tenant  in  common.'  So  in  Pennsylyania,  the  broad  proposi- 
tion is  maintained  that  the  possession  of  land  by  a  purchaser 
"under  a  deed  of  an  entire  lot,  is  adverse  to  the  rightful 
owner,  though  tenant  in  common  with  the  grantor,"'^  because 
"the  entry  is  under  an  adverse  title  and  not  as  cotenant."^ 
"The  sale,  in  such  case,  of  the  whole  tract,  is  in  effect  such 
assertion  of  claim  to  the  whole  as  cannot  be  mistaken,  because 
it  is  wholly  incompatible  with  an  admission  that  the  other 
tenant  in  common  has  any  right  whatever."*  If  the  convey- 
ance made  by  a  tenant  in  common,  in  addition  to  purporting 
to  dispose  of  the  entirety,  contains  a  covenant  of  general  war- 
ranty against  the  claims  of  all  persons,  no  room  is  left  for  a 
doubt  that  the  grantor  intended  to  deal  with  the  lands  as  his 
individual  estate,  and  that  the  grantee  believed  he  was  ac- 
quiring an  estate  in  severalty.  The  entry  of  the  grantee  can- 
not be  presumed  to  be  that  of  a  cotenant,  nor  in  subordination 
of  the  rights  of  the  cotenancy.  Acts  of  ownership  on  the 
part  of  such  a  grantee  must  necessarily  be  adverse  to  any 
other  part  owner.  His  possession  taken  under  such  deed, 
and  continuing  the  requisite  period  of  time,  creates  in  him  a 
complete  title  in  severalty,  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations.^    "When  one  tenant  in  common  conveys  the  whole 

-  Jackson  v.  Smith,  13  Johns.  411. 

-  Culler  V.  Motor,  13  Serg.  &  E.  358. 
»  Dikeman  v.  Parrish,  6  Pa.  St.  225 

^  Law  V.  Patterson,  1  Watts  &  S.  191. 

^  Thomas  v.  Pickering,  13  Me.  337:  Marcy  v.  Mai'cy,  6  Met.  371;  Wright  t).  Saddler, 
20  N.  Y.  329. 
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estate  in  fee,  with  covenants  of  seizin  and  warranty,  and  his 
gi-antee  enters,  and  claims  and  holds  exclusive  possession, 
the  entry  and  claim  must  be  deemed  adverse  to  the  title  and 
possession  of  the  cotenant,  and  amount  to  a  disseizin."' 

g  225.  On  the  other  hand  are  a  few  authorities,  directly 
in  conflict  with  the  theory  that  the  entry  of  one  who  is  a  part 
o\mer  only,  should  be  regarded  as  hostile  to  the  other  owners, 
merely  because  he  enters  under  a  conveyance  of  the  whole. 
These  authorities  probably  rest  upon  the  idea  that  the  gran- 
tee knows,  or  should  know,  the  true  state  of  the  title,  and 
that  the  other  owners  have  the  right  to  assume  that  his  entry 
is  in  accordance  with  his  title,  and  not  coextensive  with  the 
pretensions  of  his  deed.  But  in  some  instances,  the  doctrine 
which  we  have  stated  in  the  preceding  section,  and  there 
supported  by  quite  an  array  of  authorities,  has  been  denied 
with  an  assumption  of  confidence  which,  to  whatever  cause 
attributable,  could  not  have  resulted  from  an  examination  of 
the  reported  adjudications  on  the  subject.  In  the  case  of 
Seaton  v.  Son,-  it  appeared  that  one  Brophy  entered  into  the 
possession  of  a  lot  under  a  deed  for  the  whole,  and  believing 
that  this  deed  did  in  truth  convey  the  whole.  Commentin'^ 
upon  this,  the  Supreme  Court,  by  Rhodes,  J.  said:  "His 
entry  under  the  deed  executed  to  him,  and  his  belief  at  the 
time  that  the  deed  conveyed  the  entire  title,  followed  by  his 
exclusive  actual  possession,  did  not  amount  to  an  ouster  of 
his  cotenant.  As  between  tenants  in  common,  adverse  pos- 
session begins  with  an  actual  ouster.  Nothing  short  of  an 
actual  ouster  will  sever  the  unity  of  possession."  And  in  an- 
other case,  and  in  a  different  Court,  the  broad  statement  is 
made  that  "it  has  never  been  considered  that  a  conveyance 
by  one  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  of  all  his  interest 
in  real  estate,  though  the  land  is  described  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  pass  the  whole  under  the  deed,  if  the  grantor  had  owned 
the  whole,  is  notice  of  itself  to  tlie  other  joint  owner  of  such 
exclusive  claim  to  the  land,  as  to  oust  him  of  his  legal  seizin 
in  the  land.  He  has  the  right  to  suppose  that  by  such  a 
deed  both  the  grantor  and  the  grantee  understand  ii  to  con- 

'  Kittredge  v.  Locks,  17  Pick.  247.  '  32  Cal.  481. 
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vey  the  real  interest  the  grantor  owns  in  the  land."'  The 
above  language  seems  to  point  to  a  distinction  between  a 
deed  which  on  its  face  assumes  to  convey  the  land,  and  one 
which,  without  making  such  an  assumption,  is  nevertheless 
sufficient  to  convey  a  title  in  severalty,  if  such  the  grantor 
had,  because  it  purports  to  convey  all  his  interest  in  the  land. 
Such  a  distinction  is  not  without  foundation  in  reason  and 
in  authority."  One  who  assumes  to  convey  Ms  interest  with- 
out specifying  its  extent,  instead  of  asserting  his  title  to  be 
perfect  and  in  severalty,  seems  to  put  the  purchaser  on  his 
guard,  and  to  direct  him  to  inquire  concerning  the  nature 
and  extent  of  his  acquisition.  Such  a  grantee  in  entering 
may  be  presumed  to  enter  not  as  sole  owner,  bvit  as  succeed- 
ing to  the  true  interest  of  his  grantor,  for  that  is  all  with 
which  the  deed  purports  to  deal.  The  case  decided  in  Cali- 
fornia is  based  on  no  such  distinction.  It  states  an  unquali- 
fied proposition  of  law,  and  must  therefore  be  considered  as 
in  direct  conflict  with  the  authorities — as  unsustained  and 
unsustainable.  What  a  marked  contrast  exists  between  the 
declaration  so  confidently  made  in  California,  and  the  one 
made,  with  equal  confidence,  and  in  the  following  language, 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee :  "It  seems  to  be  well 
settled  in  this  State  and  elsewhere,  that  if  one  tenant  in 
common  assume  to  convey  the  entire  land,  or  any  specific 
part  of  it,  by  metes  and  bounds,  his  deed  will  be  color  of 
title ;  and  possession  under  it  for  seven  years  will  be  adverse 
to  the  right  and  title  of  the  cotenants,  and  bar  their  action  to 
recover  the  land  conveyed.  It  is  an  actual  ouster  and  dis- 
seizin of  the  cotenant,  which  he  is  bound  to  notice;  and  in 
order  to  create  this  adverse  relation,  no  formal  or  other 
notice  from  the  vendee  in  possession  is  necessary."'' 

g  226.  But  a  conveyance  alone,  without  possession 
taken  under  it,  can  never  amount  to  an  ouster.^  The  same 
remark  is  applicable  to  a  mortgage  of  the  whole.     If  such 

'  Eoberts  v.  Morgan,  30  Vt.  324. 

'^  Edwards  v.  Bishop,  4  N.  Y.  64;  Lefavour  v.  Homan,  3  Allen,  356;  Pureell  v.  Wil- 
son, 4  Gratt.  21. 

»  Weisinger  v.  Murphy,  2  Head,  679;  citing  Waterhouse  v.  Martin,  Peck,  392,  411; 
Higbee  v.  Rice,  5  Mass.  352. 

*  Hannon  i'.  Hannah,  9  Gratt.  152. 
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mortgage  can  have  any  relevancy  in  determining  whether  the 
mortgagor  had  been  gnilty  of  an  ouster,  it  must  be  in  connec- 
tion -R-ith  other  circumstances,  tending  to  show  an  intent  to 
hold  the  property-  adversely.^ 

^  227.     Possession  taken  under  a  decree  purporting  to 

be  a  partition  of  the  lands  therein  described,  and  setting  off 
to  persons  therein  named  different  tracts  in  severalty,  is,  even 
more  conclusively  than  taking  possession  under  a  conveyance 
in  severalty,  an  act  of  ouster.  In  fact,  it  seems  to  be  re- 
garded as  sufl&cient  evidence  of  an  ouster,  and  as  notice  of 
the  existence  of  such  ouster  to  all  persons  whose  interests 
are  imperiled  by  it.^  "  Inasmuch  as  such  partition  is  a  noto- 
rious act  of  ouster,"  an  entry  made  under  it  claiming  the 
whole  of  the  land  "would,  on  general  principles,  as  against 
a  citizen  not  laboring  under  a  disability,  operate  as  the  com- 
mencement of  a  prescription  in  favor  of  all  who  held  adversely 
mider  such  decree;  and  possession  under  it,  accompanied 
with  the  circumstances  enumerated  in  the  statute,  would 
ripen  into  a  bar  against  a  joint  owner  thus  disseized."* 

I  228.    An  exclusive  possession  of  a  part  of  the  common 

estate  is,  to  the  extent  of  land  embraced  by  it,  as  inconsist- 
ent with  the  common  title  as  the  occupation  of  the  whole 
would  be.  "  Whether  any  given  act  will  amount  to  an  ouster, 
must  depend  iipon  whether  the  act  is  or  is  not  consistent  Avith 
the  common  title;  that  is,  consistent  Avith  the  common  right 
to  occupy  and  enjoy,  for,  beyond  that,  there  is,  as  to  tenancies 
in  common,  no  common  title.  This  generalization  is  advanced 
as  a  test  by  which  to  determine  whether  a  tenant  has  or  has 
not  been  ousted  as  the  result  of  any  given  act;  and  Ave  accept 
the  test  as  generally  correct.  It  follows,  then,  that  Avhether 
the  exclusion  of  one^tenant  by  another  is  from  the  Avhole  land, 
or  only  from  a  part  of  it,  is  a  matter  of  entire  indifference; 
for  the  partial  exclusion  no  more  consists  Avitli  the  common 
right  to  occupy  than  the  total  exclusion.  The  act  done,  in 
the  one  case,  is  of  the  same  essential  character  as  the  act  done 

'  Leach  i-.  Btattles.  33  Vt.  198;  Wilson  o.  Callishaw,  13  Pa.  St.  270;  Moore  v.  Calli- 
shaw,  10  Pa.  St.  227;  Hodgdon  v.  Sliannon,  44  N.  H.  577. 
^Clymer'8  Lessee  r.  Dawkins,  3  How.  U.  S.  688. 
»  Crj-er  v.  Andrews,  11  Tex.  181. 
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in  the  other.  In  both  cases,  the  result  reached  is  the  same— 
tortious  exckision — and  the  only  difference  bet^'een  the  cases 
is,  that  in  one  the  wrong  is  more  extended  than  in  the  other. 
But  that  difference  lies  in  circumstance  and  not  in  principle ; 
and  it  follows,  by  the  very  point  of  the  agreed  test,  that  an 
ouster  of  a  part  of  the  common  land  by  one  tenant  in  common 
of  another  is  legally  possible."^ 

§  229.  Notice  of  Ouster. — When  a  possession  has  once 
been  held  or  taken,  eo  nominee,  as  a  tenant  in  common  "svdth 
others,  it  may  afterwards  become  adverse.  When  rights  de- 
pendent upon  such  adverse  possession  are  claimed  to  have 
accrued,  so  that  the  cotenants  out  of  actual  possession  are 
barred  of  their  legal  remedy  to  recover  possession,  the  ques- 
tion arises,  Did  these  cotenants,  against  whom  the  adverse 
possession  is  asserted,  have  sufficient  notice  of  its  hostile 
character?  For  it  is  obvious  that  when  lands  are  once  held 
by  a  cotenant  for  his  companions  as  well  as  for  himself,  they 
have  the  right  to  presume  that  his  continued  possession  is 
also  for  their  common  benefit,  unless  they  have  some  notice 
of  a  change  in  its  character.  If  this  were  not  so,  the  tenant 
in  possession  could  be  obtaining  a  title  in  severalty''  through 
the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  while  his  co- 
tenants  had  no  reason  for  suspecting  that  their  rights  were 
either  denied  or  imperiled.  Shocked  by  the  thought  that  a 
cotenant  so  in  possession  should  thereby  obtain  and  enforce 
an  unconscientious  advantage  over  his  companions  in  in- 
terest, the  Courts  have  sometimes  announced  doctrines  Avhich 
would  seem  to  negative  the  possibility  of  a  friendly  posses- 
sion changing  to  a  hostile  one  in  the  absence  of  expressed 
notice.  A  husband,  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  remained  in 
possession  of  their  common  property.  By  the  Mexican  law, 
under  which  the  property  was  acquired,  he  was  entitled  to 
one-half,  and  the  heirs  of  the  wife  were  entitled  to  the  other 
half.  After  his  death,  the  question  arose  as  to  whether  he 
had  not  been  in  possession  of  the  property  advei-sely  to  the 
heirs ;  but  the  Court  said :  ' '  The  deceased  was  holding  the 
property,  in  presumption  of  law,  as  well  for  the  heirs  as  for 
himself.     They  were  tenants  in  common  with  him  in  it :  his 

1  Carpentier  v.  Webster,  27  Cal.  549. 
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possession  was  tlieir  possession;  and  lie  could  not,  merely  by 
bis  act  of  control  or  dominion,  as  of  his  own  property,  how- 
ever imequivocal,  change  the  title  and  tenure,  unless  such 
acts  and  claims  Avere  brought  directly  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  heirs,  and  they  assented  or  acquiesced."'     So  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  of  Georgia  has  laid  down  the  gen- 
eral proposition  that  "a  possession  that  in  its  commence- 
ment is  not  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  true  owner,  can  only 
become  adverse  to  that  title  in  one  Avay:   the  holder  must 
change  his  mind  and  inte)id  to  hold  adversely,  and  kuoicledge 
or   notice  of   this  intention  must  come  to  the  true  OAvner.'"- 
In  Vermont,  possession  was  taken  by  the  grantee  in  a  quit 
claim  deed  for  the  whole  premises.     He  entered  claiming 
title  to  the  whole ;  and  many  years  subsequently,  claimed  the 
benefit  of  this  entry  as  an  ouster  of  Sutherland,  the  other 
part  owner.      "This,"  said  the  Court,  "probably  was  an  act 
which  Sutherland  might  have  elected  to  treat  as  an  ouster, 
and  have  thereupon  brought  and  maintained  an  action  of 
ejectment,  without  other  proof  of   any  ouster,  and  without 
making  any  demand  to  be  let  into  possession  of  his  share. 
But  we  do  not  consider  that  this  alone  would  be  such  an 
ouster  as  would  bar  a  joint  owner  of  his  rights,  unless  he 
commenced  his  action  within  fifteen  years  thereafter.     An- 
other element  is  necessary  in  order  to  make  it  sufficient  to 
foimd  an  adverse  holding  iipon,  and   that  is  notice  of  such 
exclusive  and  hostile  claim,  to  the  joint  owner  out  of  posses- 
sion.    When  one  joint  owner  is  in  possession  of  the  whole, 
the  legal  presumption  is  that  he  is  keeping  possession,  not 
only  for  himself,  but  for  his  cotenants,  according  to  their 
several  interests,  and  the  other  joint  owners  have  the  right 
to  so  understand,  until  they  have  notice  to  the  contrary;  and 
the  statute  would  only  run  from  the  time  of  such  notice.    We 
consider  the  principle  substantially  the  same  as  between  land- 
lord and  tenant  as  to  converting  a  mere  fiduciary  possession 
into  an  adverse  or  hostile  one."/*     This  opinion  was  subse- 
quently reaffirmed  in  the  same  Court,  when  it  was  further 
stated  that :  * '  There  can  bo  no  doubt  that  the  notice  should 


'  Ord  r.  De  La  Guerra,  18  Ciil.  75.  -  Lawson  v.  Cuuuingliaiu,  21  Ga.  45'.*. 

3  Roberts  r.  Mor-'au,  JO  Vt.  321. 
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be  sufficieutly  explicit  to  give  the  cotenant,  against  whom 
such  adverse  and  hostile  claim  is  made,  to  understand  that 
the  tenant  making  such  claim  will  no  longer  keep  possession 
for  his  cotenant,  and  to  impose  upon  the  cotenant  the  neces- 
sity of  protecting  his  interests  by  that  measure  of  diligence 
which  the  Statute  of  Limitations  requires."' 

g  230.  Notice  of  Ouster  continued. — The  general  lan- 
guage employed  in  the  decisions  cited  in  the  preceding  section 
very  strongly  tends  to  establish  the  broad  proposition  that  no 
ouster  can  be  sufficient  to  set  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in 
motion  unless  it  is  shown  to  have  been  brought  home  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  cotenant  against  whose  rights  it  has  been 
committed.  But  in  other  cases,  and  supported  as  we  think 
by  sound  reasoning,  a  distinction  is  made  between  an  alleged 
ouster  resting  upon  open,  visible,  and  notorious  acts,  and  an 
ouster  predicated  upon  a  mere  denial  of  the  cotenant's  rights, 
or  upon  some  act  not  of  so  notorious  a  nature  as  to  be  evident 
to  every  person  evincing  any  considerable  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy.  This  distinction  was  very  well  stated  and 
supported  by  Napton,  J.  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  of  Missouri:  "To  constitu.te  an 
adverse  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common  against  his  co- 
tenants,  there  must  be  some  notorious  act  asserting  an  entire 
ownership.  It  is  further  said,  in  some  cases,  that  this  act 
must  be  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  the  cotenant. 
This,  we  suppose,  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  act.  If  it 
consists  altogether  of  a  mere  verbal  assertion  of  entire  owner- 
ship, such  an  assertion  could  not,  with  any  propriety,  be  re- 
garded as  an  act  of  adverse  possession  of  which  the  cotenant 
was  bound  to  take  notice,  unless  made  to  him,  or  communi- 
cated to  him.  A  declaration  to  a  mere  stranger  amounts  to 
nothing,  unless  that  declaration  is  brought  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  cotenant.  But  when  the  act  is  of  such  a  nature  as  the 
law  will  presume  to  be  noticed  by  persons  of  ordinary  dili- 
gence in  attending  to  their  own  interests,  and  of  such  an  un- 
equivocal character  as  not  to  be  easily  misunderstood,  it  is 
not  believed  to  be  necessary  that  any  positive  notice  should 

1  HoUey  c.  Hawley,  30  Vt.  534. 
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be  given  to  the  cotenaut,  or  that  it  devolves  upon  the  posses- 
sor to  prove  a  probable  actual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
cotenanat.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  act  itself  is  overt,  notorious; 
and  if  the  cotenant  is  ignorant  of  his  rights  or  neglects  them, 
he  must  bear  the  consequences."^  The  conclusion  here  an- 
nounced seems  to  be  fully  supported  by  a  decision  in  Penn- 
sylvania, in  the  course  of  which  it  was  said  that :  ' '  The 
character  of  adverse  possession  is  given,  not  by  proving  notice 
to  persons  interested,  but  by  the  nature  of  the  acts  done  by 
the  party.  There  must  be  a  hostile  intent,  and  that  intent 
must  be  manifested  by  outward  acts  of  an  imequivocal  kind. 
To  constitute  a  disseizin,  it  was  never  held  to  be  requisite 
that  notice  should  be  given  to  the  disseizee,  or  that  he  had 
knowledge  of  the  entry  and  ouster  committed  on  his  land. 
The  open  act  of  entry  on  the  land,  with  the  declared  in- 
tent to  disseize,  constitute  the  disseizin."^  In  a  subsequent 
case  in  the  same  State,  the  proposition  was  affirmed  that :  "In 
order  to  prove  that  one  tenant  in  common  has  claimed  the  whole 
exclusively,  it  is  not  requisite  that  he  should  be  proved  to  have 
made  an  express  declaration  to  that  eflfect;  for  it  may  be  shown 
as  clearly  from  his  acts  as  from  his  words.  For  this  purpose, 
it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that  he  entered  upon  the  whole  of 
the  land  and  took  the  possession  thereof  as  if  it  had  been  his 
own  exclusively;  and  that  he  has  continued  to  occupy  the 
whole,  either  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  and  to  receive  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  same,  for  twenty-one  years, 
without  having  accounted  to  his  cotenant  for  any  portion 
thereof,  or  any  demand  being  shown  to  have  been  made  on 
him  to  do  so,  or  evidence  given  of  his  having  acknowledged 
the  claim  of  his  cotenant."'' 

^  231.     Difference  bet-ween  Ouster  as  a  Defense  and  as 

a  Cause  of  Action. — According  to  the  view  of  the  law  taken 

'  by  the  highest  court  in  Connecticut,  no  ouster  can  exist  so  as 

to  authorize  an  action  of  ejectment  by  one  tenant  in  common 

against  another,  unless  there  has  been  an  actual  tortious  ex- 

'  Warficld  v.  Liudell,  30  Mo.  282.     Sec  sanio  case,  38  Mo.  578.     Ilwiftiriiicd  in  La- 
peyro  i-.  Paul,  47  Mo.  590. 

-  Lodge  ('.  PattCTHOn,  3  Watts,  77.     Sec  also  Alexander  o.  Keunedy,  19  Tex.  492. 
^  Law  c.  Patterson,  1  Watts  <V  S.  191. 
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pulsion,  or  the  defendant  has  refused,  upon  demand,  to  per- 
mit the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  common  possession  and 
enjoyment  of  the  premises.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  de- 
fendant is  in  possession  of  the  whole,  claiming  every  part  as 
owner  in  severalty,  and  having  no  knowledge  of  the  invalid- 
ity of  such  claim.  The  reasoning  by  which  this  position  was 
maintained  was  that  ouster  is  necessarily  dependent  upon  an 
intent  to  oust;  that  "actual  intent  implies  actual  hnoicledge, 
and  there  can  be  no  wrongful  dispossession  or  wrongful  ex- 
clusion, no  adverse  intent  and  adverse  holding,  where  one  is 
in  the  enjoyment  of  what  he  honestly  suj)poses  to  be  his,  and 
has  no  knowledge  that  any  person  has,  or  claims  to  have,  a 
right  to  participate  in  the  possession  of  it.  A  person  who 
has  received,  by  inheritance  from  his  father,  an  estate,  and  is 
in  the  enjoyment  of  it,  is  in  one  sense  holding  adversely  to 
all  the  world;  but  not  in  the  sense  in  which  the  term  is  used 
in  the  law  of  disseizin.  He  has  done  and  is  doing  no  wrong- 
ful act.  He  has  not  dispossessed  any  one,  and  is  not  wrong- 
fully excluding  any  one  of  whose  right  or  claim  he  has  any 
knowledge.  He  is  not  guilty  of  any  wrongful  intent.  Non 
constat,  if  any  one  has  any  right,  or  claims  to  have  any,  but 
that  if  apprised  of  the  claim  in  a  reasonable  and  proper  man- 
ner, he  will  admit  it.  He  is  honestly  in  the  enjoyment  of  an 
apparent  clear  right;  he  knows  of  no  other  right  to  which  he 
should  yield,  and  is  conscious  of  no  duty  unperformed.  Be- 
fore such  a  man  can  be  subjected  to  the  cost  and  damage  de- 
manded in  an  action  of  disseizin,  it  is  just  that  the  demandant 
should  apprise  him  with  reasonable  precision  of  the  nature  of 
his  claim,  and  give  him  reasonable  opportunity  to  determine 
his  duty  and  form  his  intent.  So  are  all  the  analogies  of 
the  law,  and  less  than  that  would  be  a  reproach  to  it.  With- 
out that,  in  such  a  case,  there  can  be  no  sufficient  evidence  of 
an  ouster."' '  If  the  foregoing  decision  can  be  accepted  as  a 
correct  exposition  of  the  law,  it  follows  that  acts  sufficient  to 
establish  an  ouster  when  proved  as  a  defense  are  insufficient 
when  proved  as  a  cause  of  action.  Take,  as  an  illustration, 
the  case  of  an  exclusive  occupancy,  under  a  claim  of  owner- 
ship in  severalty,  accompanied  with  the  occupant's  belief  that 

'  Newell  i\  Woodruff,  30  Conu.  498. 
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bis  claim  is  unquestioned  and  unquestionable.  If  he  be  sued 
in  ejectment  by  a  cotenant,  the  latter  cannot  recover,  in  the 
absence  of  a  demand  for  possession,  because  there  is  )io  ouster. 
But  if  the  possession  has  continued  for  a  length  of  time  suffi- 
cient to  create  a  title  by  disseizin,  then  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  able  to  recover,  because,  from  such  possession,  the  jury 
would  be  justified  in  finding  an  oiist€i\  Nor  is  there  any 
reason  why  a  cotenant  in  possession,  intending  to  hold  for 
himseK  alone,  should  be  entitled  to  have  a  demand  made  on 
him  for  possession,  which  does  not  apply  with  eqiuil  force 
where  the  demandant  is  O'v^mer  in  severalty.  No  doubt,  in- 
stances have  occurred  where  an  occupant  believed  he  had  a 
perfect  title,  and  yet  had  none.  And  no  doubt,  if  the  worth- 
lessness  of  his  own  title  had  been  clearly  shown  to  him,  he 
might  have  given  up  possession  without  waiting  to  the  end  of 
costly  and  hopeless  litigation.  His  innocence  in  regard  to 
the  relative  value  of  his  own  title  and  that  of  the  demandant 
may  make  it  seem  equitable  that  he  should  be  apprised  ' '  with 
reasonable  precision  of  the  nature  of  his  claim,  and  given 
reasonable  oj^portunity  to  determine  his  duty  and  form  his 
intent."  But  the  law  does  not  consider  his  ignorance.  He 
is  as  liable  to  the  costs  of  an  action  for  possession  as  though 
he  knew  in  advance  that  his  title  Avould  be  adjudged  invalid. 
If  a  defendant  ma}'  lose  the  ivliole  of  his  property,  and  be,  in 
addition,  made  responsible  for  the  costs  of  the  action,  we 
cannot  see  that  a  defendant  who  may  lose  but  a  part  should 
receive  any  better  treatment;  provided  that  in  both  cases  the 
possession  was  sufficiently  hostile  as,  when  continued  for  the 
requisite  time,  to  ripen  into  a  perfect  title  by  disseizin. 

{/  232.  Is  a  question  for  the  Jury. — The  cases  which 
present  the  greatest  difficiilty  in  determining  whether  one 
cotenant  has  been  ousted  by  another  are  those  in  which  the 
original  entiy  was  apparently  or  confessedly  that  of  a  coten- 
ant, or  was  at  least  not  made  in  any  sucli  a  manner  as  pointed 
to  a  denial  of  the  rights  of  his  companions  in  interest.  In 
such  cases,  as  there  is  nothing  to  give  notice  that  the  enivy 
was  hostile,  in  order  to  show  that  a  subsequent  possession 
became  adverse,  a  state  of  facts  must  be  proved  from  which 
an  actui"!  ouster  is  directly  established,  or  from  which  such 
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ouster  may  be  inferred.  The  question  of  ouster  is  always  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.^  It  would  be 
difficult  to  find  any  instance  in  which  this  question  was  in- 
volved in  sufficient  doubt  to  give  rise  to  a  controversy  at  law, 
and  in  which  the  facts  constituting  the  alleged  disseizin  were 
of  so  decisive  a  character,  that  the  Court  could  say,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  they  did  amount  to  an  ouster.  But 
nevertheless  there  are  many  decisions  on  this  subject  which 
enable  us  to  determine,  as  well  as  we  can  determine  any 
question  of  fact,  what,  as  between  cotenants,  does  or  does 
not  constitute  an  ouster. 

^  233.  Jury  must  find  Ouster  in  express  terms. — Where 
an  issue  is  found  upon  the  question  of  ouster,  the  finding  of 
the  jury  to  sustain  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  litigant  on  whom 
the  burden  of  establishing  the  ouster  rests,  must  show  that 
they  have  determined  that  such  ouster  was  committed.  It  is 
not  enough  that  a  special  verdict  finds  a  state  of  facts  from 
which  the  jury  would  have  been  amply  justified  in  finding  an 
ouster.  In  a  case  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  California, 
the  special  verdict  of  the  jury  found  that  defendants  were  in 
sole  possession,  that  plaintifl:'  had  demanded  to  be  let  into 
possession  with  them,  and  that  they  refused  to  comply  with 
such  demand.  In  considering  this  finding,  the  Court  said : 
' '  The  trouble  with  the  verdict  is,  that  it  does  not  find  an  ouster, 
either  in  terms  or  by  legal  conclusion.  A  demand  is  found, 
and  a  refusal  matching  the  demand;  but  '  demand  and  refusal' 
does  not  fall  within  any  definition  of  '  ouster '  as  that  term  is 
used  in  the  law  governing  the  relation  of  tenants  in  common. 
Neither  acts  of  ownership  by  one  tenant  in  common,  nor  re- 
fusal to  allow  cotenants  to  enter,  necessarily  work  a  disseizin. 
The  law  will  not  presume  from  either  the  one  or  the  other, 
nor  from  both  combined,  that  there  was  an  intent  to  oust. 
That  intent  must  be  established  as  a  fact  by  the  finding  of  the 
jury.  Conversion  is  one  of  the  points  to  be  established  in 
actions  of  trover ;  but  it  is  settled  that  '  demand  and  refusal ' 
is  not  conversion,  but  only  evidence  of  it  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury.     In  the  absence  of  all  explanation,  the  Court 

'  Harmon  c.  James,  7  Smedes  A-  M.  119;  Purcell  v.  Wilson.  4  Gratt.  22;  Carpentiei' 
V.  MentlenlialL  28  Cal.  486;  Cummiugs  v.  Wymau,  10  Mass.  468. 
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■would  be  justified  in  directing  or  advising  the  jury  to  infer  an 
ouster  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  from  the  fact  of  de- 
mand and  refusal;  but  the  inference  is  to  be  made  by  the  jury, 
and  not  by  the  Court."' 

§  234.  Manual  force,  when  actually  applied  to  the 
expulsion  or  to  the  exclusion  of  a  cotenant,  gives  so  unmis- 
takable a  character  to  the  transaction,  that  the  question  as  to 
whether  an  ouster  has  been  committed  admits  of  no  debate. 
But  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  application  of  such  force 
never  conclusively  negatives  the  existence  of  an  ouster.^  An 
actual  ouster  does  not  necessarily  mean  an  act  accompanied 
by  real  force.  No  turning  out  by  the  shoulders  is  neces- 
sary.^ As  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  use  of  force, 
there  may  still  be  an  ouster,  we  shall  proceed  to  consider: 
1st,  what  acts  other  than  the  employment  of  force  are  suffi- 
cient to  justify  a  jury  in  inferring  an  ouster;  2d,  what  acts 
are  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  jury  in  such  inference. 

§  235.    The  denial  of  a  right  of  a  cotenant  made  to  him 

directly,  or  brought  to  his  knowledge,  is,  when  accompanied 
by  the  exclusive  possession,  sufficient  to  Avarrant  a  finding  of 
an  ouster.^  But  such  denial  may  be  by  acts  as  well  as  by 
declarations.  The  assertion  by  one  in  possession  that  he  is 
sole  owner,  and  his  selling  or  ofiering  or  contracting  to  sell 
as  owner  in  severalty,  are  equivalent  to  an  express  denial.'^ 
A  mere  refusal  to  pay  rent  is  not  a  denial  of  the  title  of  the 
cotenant,''  unless  such  refusal  is  accompanied  Avith  a  claim  of 
title  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  in  possession.'  "  One  tenant 
in  common  in  possession  claiming  the  whole,  and  denying 
possession  to  the  other,  is  beyond  the  mere  act  of  receiving 
the  whole  rent,  which  is  equivocal.  This  was  certainly  evi- 
dence  of    an   ouster   of    his   companion."*     "The   moment 

'  Carpeutier  c.  Mtndeuhall,  28  Cal.  480. 

-  Siglcr  V.  Van  Riper,  10  AVend.  420;  Manelicsttr  r.  Doddridge,  3  Iiid.  363;  Corbin 
r.  Cannon,  31  Miss.  573;  AVarfield  v.  Lindill,  30  Mo.  281;  .Jt-fcoat  v.  Knotts,  13  Rich. 
50;  Cai-pentier  r.  Gardiner,  20  Caf  IGO. 

^  Doe  V.  Prosser,  Covvper,  217. 

*  Sigler  V.  Van  Riper.  10  Wend.  419:  Humbert  v.  Trinity  (Jlmreli,  21  Wend.  GOl. 

*  Valentine  r.  Northrop,  12  Wend.  105;  Carpenter  r.  Thayer,  15  Vt.  55G. 
•>  Doer.  Prosser,  Cowi).  217. 

7  Phillips  V.  Gregg,  10  AYatts,  158- 
«  HollingK  V.  Bird.  11  East,  ."JU. 
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either  denies  the  title  of  his  cotenant  and  gives  notice  of  it, 
the  possession  is  adverse,  and  if  continued  without  action  or 
entry  for  twenty-one  years,  is  a  valid  title  to  the  land,  to  the 
extent  of  the  claim  so  made,  if  accompanied  with  actual,  ex- 
elusive  possession."^  But  the  assertion  of  the  party  in  pos- 
session, that  he  claims  as  an  owner  in  fee,  is  not  equivalent 
to  an  assertion  of  ownership  in  severalty.  As  a  part  owner, 
he  is  an  owner  in  fee  of  every  part  and  parcel  of  the  prem- 
ises. His  claim  is  therefore  in  accordance  with  his  title,  and 
not  inconsistent  with  the  admission  of  an  equal  right  in  an- 
other.^ A  denial  of  a  cotenant's  title  must,  in  order  to  ren- 
der the  cotenant  in  possession  liable  for  an  ouster,  be  of  a 
clear  and  unequivocal  character.  If  he  merely  admits  the 
fact  of  possession,  and  adds  that  "it  is  hard  to  pay  for  the 
land  twice, "  this  is  rather  an  ' '  ejaculation  of  regret"  than  an 
unequivocal  denial  of  demandant's  title.'' 

g  236.    A  refusal  by  one  in  possession  "  to  let  his  cotenant 

come  in,  or  to  participate  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  common 
property,  is  equivalent  to  turning  him  out."*  Of  course,  this 
rule  applies  only  to  real  estate;  for  a  tenant  in  common  in 
possession  of  a  chattel  is  under  no  obligation  to  allow  his  co- 
tenant  to  participate  in  such  possession.''  A  statement  made 
to  demandant  that  he  cannot  have  possession  unless  he  obtains 
it  at  law,  is  a  sufl&cient  ouster  to  entitle  him  to  an  action  of 
ejectment.''  "The  authorities  are  decisive,  that  when  the  co- 
tenant  makes  a  proper  demand,  not  for  his  share  of  the  rents 
and  profits,  but  to  be  let  into  possession,  and  the  request  is 
refused,  and  the  tenant  upon  whom  the  demand  is  made  con- 
tinues in  possession  thereafter,  such  possession  will  be  con- 
sidered as  adverse,  even  though  there  was  no  formal  denial  of 
title."' 

§  237.     A  demand  made  by  a  cotenant  out  of  possession 

on  a  cotenant  in  possession,  which  informs  the  latter  that  the 

'  Longwell  v.  Bentley,  3  Grant's  Cas.  177. 

-  Edwards  v.  Bishop,  4  N.  Y.  64. 

^  Colburn  v.  Mason,  25  Me.  435. 

-i  Eoberts  v.  Moore,  3  Wall.  Jr.  297. 

s  Gotten  V.  Thompson,  25  Ala.  679. 

«  Gordon  v.  Pearson,  1  Mass.  335;  Allen  v.  Hall,  1  McCord,  132. 

''  Carpentier  v.  Webster,  27  Cal.  562. 
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former  is  the  ' '  principal  owner  of  certain  lands,  and  that  he 
demands  to  be  let  into  the  immediate  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  same  and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof, "  is  a  suffi- 
cient demand.  The  words  "to  be  let  into  possession,"  nsed 
between  tenants  in  common,  are  not  equivalent  to  a  notice  to 
quit,  nor  to  a  claim  of  the  right  to  an  exclusive  occupancy, 
because  the  demand  may  be  fully  acceded  to  ^vithout  relin- 
quishing the  rights  of  the  tenant  in  possession.' 

§  238.  The  receipt,  for  a  long  period  of  time,  of  all  the 
rents  and  profits  of  a  tract  of  land,  is  a  fact  which  may  prop- 
erly be  admitted  in  evidence  before  the  jury  to  assist  them  in 
determining  whether  there  has  been  an  ouster.  Siich  a  re- 
ceipt is  said  to  raise  not  a  legal  but  a  natural  j)resumption  of 
an  ouster,  ' '  passing  with  the  jury  for  what  it  is  worth,  and 
operating  no  further  than  it  happens  to  produce  actual  con- 
viction of  the  fact  as  it  was  allowed  to  in  Nickle  i).  McFar- 
lane,  3  Watts,  167."^  The  exclusive  receipt  of  rents  and  profits 
cannot  alone  be  taken  as  conclusive  evidence  of  an  ouster.^ 
But  if  this  receipt  be  ' '  under  a  claim  of  exclusive  right,  or 
with  a  manifest  intent  to  possess  the  whole  exclusively,  it  is 
equivalent  in  law  to  an  ouster  of  his  cotenant."^ 

§  239.  Going  upon  land  and  cutting  timber  standing 
thereon,  at  occasional  intei-vals  extending  over  a  long  period 
of  time,  is  not  a  disseizin  of  the  owner.  Hence  the  fact  that 
one  cotenant  has  so  entered  upon  the  common  lands  and  cut 
and  taken  timber  therefrom,  can  never  establish  a  title  by  dis- 
seizin against  the  other  cotenants." 

g  240.  Building  Permanent  Structure. — It  is  said  that 
such  * '  an  exclusive  appropriation  by  one  cotenant  of  a  part 
of  the  land  to  his  own  use"  as  arises  "from  the  erection  of  a 
permanent  structure,  would  be  evidence  of  an  ouster.""  An 
exclusive  occupation  of  part  of  the  land  for  a  temporary  pur- 

'  Carpontiei- 1'.  Wobstcr,  27  Cal.  5G3. 
■■^  Bolton  i».  Hamilton,  2  Watts  .fe  S.  299. 

»  Catlin  V.  Kidder,  7  Vt.  U;  Willison  v.  Watkin!<,  :i  Pot.  51;  Jolnifion  v.  Toulmin,  18 
Ala.  54;  ChamberB  v.  CliamlxTs,  :f  Hawks,  232,  Allen  c.  Hall,  1  McCord,  132. 
■*  Doe  V.  PrOHSCr,  Cowp.  217;  Owen  r.  Morton,  24  Cal.  376. 

*  Ewer  V.  Lovell,  9  Gray,  277;  Peck  r.  Ward,  18  Pa.  St.  50S. 

*  Bennett  I'.  CleDiencc,  t>  Allen,  18. 

C.  &  p.— 19  1- 
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pose,  such  as  piliug  boards  and  lumber,  is  not  an  ouster.^ 
And  while  we  have  the  general  language,  quoted  above,  stat- 
ing that  the  erection  of  a  permanent  structure  "  would  be  evi- 
dence of  an  ouster, "  we  are  at  a  loss  to  know  what  degree  of 
importance  should  be  attached  to  such  evidence.  It  may  be 
that  the  fact  of  the  erection,  out  of  his  own  means,  of  a  house 
or  other  permanent  structure,  would  be  a  material  circum- 
stance to  be  considered  in  connection  with  other  facts,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  the  cotenant  making  the  erec- 
tion was  holding  the  premises  for  himself  alone,  or  for  the 
other  cotenants  as  well  as  for  himself.  But  as  long  as  it  is 
conceded  that  each  cotenant  may  enter  upon,  and  enjoy  the 
common  property,  we  shall  not  be  inclined  to  admit  that  evi- 
dence of  the  erection  of  a  permanent  structure  can  be  suffi- 
cient to  justify  a  finding  of  ouster.  It  may  be  that  the  lands 
cannot  be  enjoyed  as  each  tenant  is  entitled  to  enjoy  them, 
without  making  extensive  and  permanent  improvements.  Why 
should  the  cotenant,  willing  to  be  at  the  expense  of  such  im- 
provements, be  compelled  to  desist  from  making  them,  and 
required  to  leave  his  lands  in  a  condition  in  which  he  cannot 
use  them  advantageously  to  himself?  for  he  is  necessarily  so 
compelled  and  required,  if  his  improvements  are  to  be  treated 
as  hostile  acts,  subjecting  him  to  the  penalties  visited  upon  a 
cotenant  found  guilty  of  an  ouster  of  his  companion  in  in- 
terest. 

§  241.  Unequivocal  Acts  essential  to  Ouster. — The  in- 
ference of  law  in  regard  to  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  held 
by  any  person,  is  that  such  possession  is  by  virtue  of  the  title 
which  such  person  happens  to  have.  If  he  be  a  part  owner,  the 
presumption  of  law  must  necessarily  be  that  he  enters  as  such 
part  owner,  intending,  while  enforcing  his  own  rights,  to  re- 
spect those  of  his  cotenants.  The  fact  of  his  possession  is, 
of  itseK,  in  harmony  with  his  title.  Until,  by  some  act  of  an 
unequivocal  character,  he  indicates  that  his  possession  is  no 
lono-er  the  jDOSsession  of  his  cotenants  as  well  as  of  himself, 
he  is  not  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  for  having  committed 
an  ouster,  nor  can  he  claim  to  have  acquired  any  rights  against 

'  Keav  V.  Goodwin.  16  Mass.  1. 


291  OUSTER.  §  242 

them  based  upon  tlieir  disseizin.'  "  In  the  cases  in  which  one 
tenant  in  common  has  successfully  asserted  the  statute  against 
his  cotenants,  there  have  been  unequivocal  acts,  such  as  re- 
sistance of  the  right  of  entry;  confession  of  disseizin;  selling, 
leasing,  or  improving  the  premises,  or  part  of  them."- 

g  242.  Ouster,  from  ^wrhat  inferred. — From  what  we  have 
said  in  regard  to  the  necessity'  of  the  existence  of  some  act 
of  an  unequivocal  nature,  in  order  to  impart  to  the  posses- 
sion of  a  cotenant  such  a  hostile  character  as  to  convert  it 
into  an  ouster,  it  must  not  be  assumed  that  direct  evidence 
of  such  act  must  always  be  produced.  When  an  issue  arises 
in  regard  to  an  alleged  ouster,  certain  acts  and  circumstances 
may  be  put  in  evidence,  which,  though  they  do  not  establish 
a  direct  keeping  or  turning  out,  nor  an  express  denial  of  title, 
yet  tend  to  create  ' '  a  natural  presumption  of  an  ouster, "  and 
to  force  upon  the  minds  of  the  jury  the  conviction  that  an 
actual  ouster  must  have  taken  place.  "If  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon has  been  in  possession  a  great  number  of  years,  without 
any  accounting  to  his  fellow-commoners,  this  is  proper  evi- 
dence, from  which  the  jury  may  infer  an  adverse  posses- 
sion."" In  some  instances,  such  possession  has  been  re- 
garded as  raising  a  presumption  of  law  which  the  jury  are 
not  at  liberty  to  resist.'*  An  exclusive  possession  under  a 
claim  of  title  for  forty  years,  while  the  other  cotenants  re- 
sided in  the  same  county  and  failed  to  assert  any  claim  to 
their  property,  warrants  the  presumption  of  an  actual  ouster.*^ 
"When  one  tenant  in  common  enters  on  the  whole,  and  takes 
the  profits  of  the  whole,  and  claims  the  ivhole  exclusively  for 
twenty-one  years,  the  jury  ought  to  presume  an  actual  ouster 
though  none  be  proved. "'^  "It  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
maintain  a  title  by  disseizin  by  one  tenant  in  common  against 
another,  to  show  some  act  or  series  of  acts  to  indicate  a  de- 

'  Van  Bibber  v.  Frazicr,  17  Md.  450;  WasH  i'.  Buckuain,  38  Mc.  300;  Challol'oux  v. 
Dncharme,  8  Wis.  287;  4  Wis.  554;  Man-  v.  Gilliam,  1  Cold.  488;  Blakoncy  r.  Fergu- 
son, 20  Ark.  547;  McClung  v.  Rohb,  5  Wheat.  116. 

•^  Tullocli  V.  Worrall,  49  Pa.  St.  140. 

'  Bryant'.  Atwater,  3  Day,  188. 

*  Van  Dych  v.  Van  Buren,  1  Gaines,  84. 

i  .Jackson  v.  Whitbeck,  G  Cow.  C33. 

«  Frederich  i'.  Gray.  10  Serg.  k  U.  188. 
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cisive  intent  and  purpose  to  occupy  the  premises  to  the  ex- 
clusion and  in  denial  of  the  right  of  the  other.  The  facts 
which  will  sufficiently  prove  such  ouster  and  adverse  posses- 
sion will  vary  according  to  the  different  circumstances  of 
parties,  and  no  definite  and  positive  rule  can  be  laid  down 
by  which  all  cases  can  be  governed.  It  may,  however,  be 
safely  said  that  a  sole  and  uninterrupted  possession  and  per- 
manency of  the  profits  by  one  tenant  in  common,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  other,  continued  for  a  long  series  of  years, 
without  any  possession  or  claim  of  right  and  without  any  per- 
ception of  profits  or  demand  for  them  by  the  cotenant,  if  un- 
explained or  controlled  by  any  evidence  tending  to  show  a 
reason  for  such  neglect  or  omission  to  assert  a  right,  will  fur- 
nish evidence  from  which  a  jury  may  and  ought  to  infer  an 
actual  ouster  and  adverse  possession.  Such  an  inference  is 
reasonable  and  justified  under  the  circumstances,  because  men 
do  not  ordinarily  sleep  on  their  rights  for  so  long  a  period, 
and  a  strong  presumption  arises  that  actual  proof  of  the 
original  ouster  has  become  lost  by  lapse  of  time."'  The  facts 
of  a  case,  and  the  law  applicable  thereto,  were  thus  stated  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania :  ' '  One  tenant  had  died  in 
debt  to  the  others,  and  apparently  insolvent.  The  sui-viving 
owners  and  their  representatives,  during  nearly  forty  years, 
paid  the  taxes  and  ground  rent;  for  a  suspension  of  these  pay- 
ments would  have  lost  them  the  whole  estate,  comparatively 
worthless  then,  but  valuable  now.  They  mortgaged  the  prop- 
erty, and  placed  their  mortgage  on  record.  At  different  times, 
they  erected  and  re-erected  buildings  suitable  to  their  busi- 
ness. They  received  the  profits  of  the  land,  smaller  probably 
than  its  expenses,  but  large  in  the  aggregate,  without  account- 
ing or  being  called  to  account.  When  the  property  has  be- 
come valuable,  certain  of  the  dead  man's  heirs  come  forth  and 
recover  a  proportionate  part,  without  paying  a  dollar  of  the 
expenditures.  Considered  separately,  each  of  these  facts  may 
have  been  inconclusive;  together,  they  bore  powerfully  on  the 
result,  for  if  '  improving  lands,  and  receiving  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  thereof,  are  in  all  cases  the  highest  acts  of  owner- 
ship which  can  be  exercised  over  them,  and  the  exercise  of 

'  Lefavour  v.  Homan,  3  Allen,  355. 
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these  acts  strongly  marks  the  possession  with  exclusiveness 
and  hostility,'  the  defendant's  testimony  ought  to  have  given 
a  preponderance  to  the  scale.  To  tell  the  jury  that  perception 
of  profits  was  insufficient,  and  that  from  all  the  facts  in  the 
case  they  were  not  bound  to  presume  an  ouster,  was  to  fall 
short  of  the  mark.  The  facts  tending  to  prove  the  ouster 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  decision, 
with  the  instiniction,  that  if  found  to  be  undenied  and  unex- 
plained, and  believed  to  be  true,  they  would  justify  the  find- 
ing of  the  ouster  claimed  to  have  taken  place. "^ 

Where  the  proof  established  an  exclusive  possession,  a 
taking  of  the  entire  profits,  and  paying  of  the  taxes,  for  a 
period  extending  beyond  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  with 
the  acquiescence  of  the  other  cotenants,  and  without  any 
claim  of  possession  or  any  demand  for  an  accounting  of  rents 
and  profits,  the  Coui"t  thought  that  this  "evidence  had  no 
tendency  to  prove  direct  acts  of  actual  ouster.  It  consisted 
merely  of  facts  and  cii'cumstances  going  to  show  negligence, 
inattention,  remissness,  and  failure  to  claim  any  right  or  title, 
or  make  any  demand  for  an  account  of  the  profits — mere  ac- 
quiescence on  the  one  side,  and  a  continuous  and  exclusive 
possession  of  the  whole  premises  on  the  other — taking  all 
the  profits  and  paying  the  taxes  for  more  than  twenty-six 
years,  and  for  a  time  beyond  the  full  period  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  both  as  a  bar  to  an  ejectment  and  a  bar  to  an 
action  of  account.  Upon  evidence  of  this  kind,  it  would 
have  been  entirely  proper  for  the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  they  were  at  liberty  to  presume— that  is,  to  infer— an 
actual  ouster,  if,  upon  the  whole  evidence  before  them,  con- 
sidered together,  with  the  great  lapse  of  time,  they  should 
be  morally  convinced  and  satisfied  that  such  had  been  the 
fact.  Such  evidence,  in  such  case,  may  be  allowed  to  over- 
come the  legal  presumption  in  favor  of  tenancy  in  common, 
and  it  will  be  deemed  sufficient  in  law  to  Avarrant  a  juiy  in 
inferring  and  presuming  an  actual  ouster  and  an  adverse 
possession  for  the  statute  bar;  and  the  jury  is  not  bound  to 
find,  nor  should  the  Court  instruct  them  to  find,  such  actual 
ouster.     The  doctrine  goes  no  further  than  to  leave  it  to  the 

-■  Kevpcr  v.  Evans,  30  Pa.  St.  500. 
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jury,  not  upon  a  legal  presumption,  but  upon  a  natural  pre- 
sumption, passing  for  what  it  may  be  worth  with  them,  and 
operating  upon  the  minds  as  it  may  happen  to  produce  an 
actual  conviction  of  the  fact."^ 

"The  sole  enjoyment  of  property  for  a  great  number  of 
years,  without  claim  from  another,  having  right  and  under 
no  disability  to  assert  it,  becomes  evidence  of  a  title  to  such 
sole  enjoyment;  and  this  not  because  it  clearly  proves  the 
acquisition  of  such  a  right,  but  because,  from  the  antiquity 
of  the  transaction,  clear  proof  cannot  well  be  obtained  to 
ascertain  the  truth,  and  public  policy  forbids  a  possessor  to 
be  disturbed  by  State  claims  when  the  testimony  to  meet 
them  cannot  easily  be  had." ^  "An  exclusive  adverse  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  tract  of  land,  or  the  exclusive  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits,  no  demand  being  made  by  the  other 
cotenant,  or  if  made  refused,  and  his  title  denied,  may  be 
evidence  of  a  disseizin  or  actual  ouster."* 

The  most  extreme  position  of  which  we  have  any  knowl- 
edge, which  has  been  assumed  in  regard  to  the  ouster  of  one 
cotenant  by  another,  is  that  exhibited  by  the  following  ex- 
tract from  a  recent  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Cali- 
fornia: "The  Court  finds  that  Shepherd,  the  landlord  of  the 
defendants,  had  been  in  the  actual  adverse  possession  of  the 
demanded  premises  from  the  year  1853  to  the  present  time, 
claiming  title  adversely  to  the  plaintifis  and  all  other  persons ; 
but  that  the  plaintiffs  had  made  no  demand  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  to  be  let  into  the  possession,  and 
had  made  no  offer  or  attempt  to  take  possession.  If  an 
ouster  can  be  inferred  from  these  facts,  it  must  rest  solely  on 
the  ground  that  Shepherd  was  in  the  adverse  possession, 
claiming  title  adversely  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  adverse  holding  and  claim  of  title  were  open  and 
notorious,  nor  that  the  plaintiffs  had  notice  of  it.  It  is 
therefore  unnecessary  for  us  to  decide  whether,  if  these  facts 
had  appeared,  the  ouster  would  have  been  established,  in  the 
absence  of  a  demand  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  let  into  the  pos- 


'  Warfielu  v.  Lindell,  38  Mo.  581. 

'■'  Thomas  v.  Garvan,  4  Dev.  223;  Cloud  v.  Webb,  Id.  290. 

^  Hubbard  v.  Wood,  1  Sneed,  286. 
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session.  Biit  it  is  clear  that  an  adverse  holding  and  claim  of 
title  do  not,  of  themselves,  constitute  an  ouster.  The  tenant, 
out  of  possession,  has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  possession 
of  his  cotenant  is  his  possession,  until  informed  to  the  con- 
trary, either  by  express  notice  or  by  acts  and  declarations 
which  may  possibly  be  equivalent  to  notice  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. But  until  he  has  notice,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive, in  some  form,  that  the  possession  of  his  cotenant 
has  become  hostile,  it  will  be  deemed  in  law  to  have  been 
amicable,  notwithstanding  the  tenant  in  possession  may  in 
fact  have  been  holding  adversely.  If  the  rule  were  otherwise, 
the  tenant  out  of  possession  might  be  disseized  and  lose  his 
remedy  by  the  bar  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  without 
notice  that  the  possession  of  his  cotenant,  which  before  was 
amicable,  had  become  hostile.  To  avoid  this  injustice,  the 
law  deems  the  possession  to  have  continued  amicable  until 
the  tenant  out  of  possession  has,  in  some  method,  been  noti- 
fied that  it  has  become  hostile.  "We  are  therefore  of  the 
opinion  that  the  facts  shown  by  the  findings  do  not  establish 
an  ouster."* 

^  243.     Possession  of  Trespasser  made  Amicable  by  his 
becoming  Cotenant. — The  presumption  that  the  possession 
of  a  part  owner  of  land  is  not  adverse  to  the  other  part  owners 
has  been  held  to  prevail  where  such  possession,  when  first  ac- 
cpiired,  was  taken  and  held  without  any  right  or  title  what- 
ever, and  was  therefore  hostile  to  the  title  held  by  the  coten- 
ancy.    Thus  in  one  instance,  it  appeared  that  possession  was 
taken  by  parties  without  any  title,  and  that  afterwards  some 
of  them  acquired  an  undivided  interest  in  the  premises,  the 
Court  said:  "  It  is  insisted  that  the  verdict  finds  an  ouster  of 
the  plaintiff  by  all  the  defendants,  except  Stout,  White,  and 
Slanhard,  to  wit,  their  imlawful  entry  upon  the  premises  in 
September,  1858 — a  year  and  a  half  before  the  rights  of  the 
defendants  as  tenants  in  common  were  acquired.     It  is  said, 
in  support  of  this  position,  that  the  j^ossession  acquired  in 
1858  was  by  disseizin,  and  it  is  added  '  that  the  possession 
never  lost  its  hostile  character;'  and  it  is  upon  this  assump- 

'  Miller  v.  Mytrw,  46  Cal.  538. 
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tion  of  fact  that  the  whole  argument  turns.  But  the  verdict 
demonstrates  that  the  possession  unlawfully  taken  in  1858  did 
lose  its  hostile  character,  prima  facie,  on  the  9th  of  March, 
1860,  when,  as  the  verdict  finds,  they  became  tenants  in  com- 
mon with  the  plaintiff.  The  moment  the  defendants  became 
tenants  in  common  with  the  plaintiff,  their  possession  lost  its 
hostile  character  by  the  legal  effect  of  the  fact,  and  it  cannot 
be  presumed  that  the  possession  was  otherwise  than  amicable 
thereafter,  until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear. " ' 

§  244.  English  Statute. — The  common  law  presumption 
that  the  entry  and  possession  of  one  cotenant  was  the  entry 
and  possession  of  all,  was,  as  we  have  stated,  liable  to  be  re- 
butted by  showing  that  the  entry  was  made  as  a  sole  owner 
or  as  a  disseizor,  or  that,  though  the  entry  was  made  in  the 
character  of  a  cotenant,  the  possession,  at  some  subsequent 
period,  became  adverse  and  exclusive.  The  difficulty  of  de- 
termining whether  a  given  state  of  facts  negatived  this  j^re- 
sumption  of  law  was  so  insurmountable  that  no  precise  rules 
could  be  laid  down  for  its  solution.  The  most  that  the  Courts 
could  do  in  the  cases  ordinarily  coming  before  them,  requiring 
a  finding  upon  the  question  of  ouster,  was  to  inform  the  jury 
that  they  might  consider  certain  established  facts,  and  if  sat- 
isfied therefrom  of  the  existence  of  an  ouster,  they  might  so 
find,  though  no  direct  ouster  could  be  proved.  In  this  state 
of  the  law  no  counsel,  however  sagacious  or  well  informed, 
could  confidently  advise  his  client  that  an  ouster  had  or  had 
not  been  committed.  Part  owners  in  possession  claiming  and 
believing  themselves  to  be  owners  in  severalty,  were  exposed 
to  the  hazard  of  being  called  upon,  after  the  lapse  of  long 
periods  of  time,  to  defend  themselves  against  stale  claims  to 
a  moiety  of  their  lands ;  and  this,  perhaps,  when  the  testimony 
necessary  to  rebut  such  claims  could  no  longer  be  obtained. 
On  the  other  hand,  cotenants  not  in  actual  possession  of  their 
lands  were  exposed  to  the  danger  that  the  possession  held 
by  their  cotenant,  and  which  to  them  seemed  to  be  perfectly 
amicable  and  entirely  consistent  with  the  rights  and  relations 

'  Carpeutier  v.  Mendenhall,  28  Cal.  487.  The  purchase  by  defendant,  pendente  lite, 
of  an  undivided  interest,  divests  his  possession  of  its  hostile  character,  prima  facie. 
Caq^entier  v.  Small,  35  Cal.  356;  House  i'.  Fuller.  13  Vt.  165. 
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of  cotenancy,  would  be  proved  to  be  of  a  diiiereut  cliaracter, 
and  have  attributed  to  it  a  different  effect,  from  what  they 
had  always  expected.  We  think  it  was  wise,  therefore,  in 
Parliament  to  remove  all  these  doubts  and  dangers  by  legis- 
lating the  presumption  itself  out  of  existence,  as  it  did  in 
the  following  language : 

"And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  when  any  one  or  more  of 
several  persons  entitled  to  any  Land  or  Rent  as  Coparceners, 
Joint  Tenants,  or  Tenants  in  Common,  shall  have  been  in 
Possession  or  Receipt  of  the  Entirety,  or  more  than  liis  or 
their  undivided  Share  or  Shares  of  such  Land  or  the  profits 
thereof,  or  of  such  Rent,  for  his  or  their  own  Benefit,  or  for 
the  Benefit  of  an}-  Person  or  Persons  other  than  the  Person 
or  Persons  entitled  to  the  other  Share  or  Shares  of  the  same 
Land  or  Rent,  such  Possession  or  Receipt  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  have  been  the  Possession  or  Receipt  of  or  by 
such  last  mentioned  Person  or  Persons  or  any  of  them."' 

'  Sec.  12,  Ch.  27  of  3  and  4  Will.  4.  This  act  was  recommended  by  tlie  Real  Prop- 
erty Commissioners,  and  was  brought  in  by  Lord  Brougham,  (Daniel  r.  Woodroffe, 
2  H.  L.  Cas.  83-1:.)  This  statute  was  given  a  retrospective  operation,  (see  2  H.  L. 
Cas.  833;  CuUey  r.  Taylerson,  11  Ad.  and  El.  1017.)  LordDennian,  C.  J.,  in  deliver- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  the  last  named  case,  said:  -The  first  question 
arising  upon  this  clause  is,  whether  it  extends  to  make  tlie  possession  of  coparceners, 
joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  separate  possessions  from  the  time  the  act  came 
into  operation,  or  whether  it  has  relation  back  to  all  coparceners,  joint-tenants,  and 
tenants  in  common,  who  have  ever  been  such,  from  tlie  first  time  of  their  being  co- 
parceners, joint-tenants,  and  tenants  in  common.  If  it  is  confined  to  make  their 
possession  separat<;  only  from  the  time  of  the  act  coming  into  operation,  then  it 
would  not  afiect  the  present  case,  because  tlie  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  would  only  have 
a  sepai'atc  possession  for  a  few  years  before  the  ejectment,  and  liis  right  to  recover 
would  be  what  it  was  at  common  law,  and,  as  we  have  before  said,  upon  the  second 
section  of  the  act.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that,  from  the  language  of  the  act,  it  has 
a  relation  back,  at  least  as  far  as  relates  to  the  object  of  this  act.  and  has  the  effect  of 
making  their  possessions  separate  from  the  time  when  they  first  became  coparceners, 
joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common." 


OHAPTEE  XI. 

THE  EIGHTS  OP  COTENANTS  BETWEEN  ONE  ANOTHER. 

Eight  to  Possession  of  Chattels,  §  245. 

Eight  to  Possession  of  Chattels  by  Bailee,  9  246. 

Eight  to  Possession  of  Title  Deeds,  §  247. 

Eight  to  Possession  of  every  part  of  Eealty,  §  248. 

Eight  to  Possession  is  not  a  right  to  injure,  §  249. 

Eight  to  take  Possession,  $  250. 

Eight  to  use  Common  Property,  $  251. 

Eight  to  sever  Personal  Property,  §  252. 

Eight  of  Lessee  or  Licensee,  §  253. 

Eight  of  Cotenants  of  Crops,  §  254. 

Eight  of  Owners  of  Party  Wall,  §  255. 

Eight  of  Owners  of  Party  Wall,  duration  of,  §  256. 

§  245.     The  possession  of  a  chattel  owned  in  any  of 

the  various  species  of  cotenancy,  like  the  possession  of  any 
realty  so  held,  is  something  to  which  each  of  the  cotenants  is 
equally  entitled.  The  result  of  this  equality  of  right,  when 
acting  upon  realty,  is,  as  we  shall  show,^  that  each  cotenant 
may  at  all  times  enter  upon  and  enjoy  every  part  and  parcel 
of  the  common  lands;  but  he  must  so  do  this  as  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  equal  right  of  each  of  his  cotenants  to  possess 
and  enjoy  the  same  property,  and  every  part  thereof.  Many 
kinds  of  personal  property  are  not  susceptible  of  beneficial 
enjoyment  in  common,  nor  even  of  a  joint  and  equal  posses- 
sion. Hence  the  common  law  never  undertook  to  assure  to 
cotenants  of  personalty  the  common  possession  or  enjoyment 
thereof.  ' '  If  two  be  possessed  of  chattels,  personalis  in  com- 
mon by  divers  titles,  as  of  a  horse,  an  oxe,  or  a  cowe,  &c.,  if 

J  See  sec.  248. 
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the  other  take  the  whole  to  himselfe  out  of  the  possession  of 
the  other,  the  other  hath  no  remedie  but  to  take  this  from 
him  who  hath  done  him  the  wrong  to  occupie  in  common,  &c., 
when  he  can  see  his  time."'  As  two  or  more  persons  could 
not,  at  the  same  time,  well  use  or  have  actual  possession  of 
the  same  horse,  cow,  or  other  entire  and  inseverable  chattel, 
and  as  each  of  the  part  owners  was  equally  entitled  to  be  in 
the  exclusive  enjoyment  and  possession  of  such  chattel,  and 
no  one  of  them  could  exhibit  any  claim  paramount  to  that  of 
his  fellows,  the  law  refused  to  exercise  any  authority  over  the 
chattel,  and  left  it  with  him  who  happened  to  have  it  in  his 
possession.^  In  a  case  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Illinois,  where  the  parties  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  ma- 
chine, the  Court  seemed  to  be  of  the  opinion  that  each  co- 
tenant  would  be  compelled,  upon  a  proper  demand,  to  permit 
the  other  to  have  an  equal  use  with  him  of  the  subject  of  the 
cotenancy.^  This  portion  of  the  opinion  was,  however,  not 
necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case.  There  is  a  class 
of  chattels  which  we  may  term  severable,  because  they  are  so 
susceptible  of  division  that  either  of  the  cotenants  may  law- 
fully take  his  proportion  from  the  mass,  and  thereafter  hold 
it  in  severalty.  While  the  law  does  not,  in  general,  inter- 
pose in  behalf  of  one  cotenant  because  the  other  has  the  ex- 
clusive possession  of  any  or  all  of  the  common  property,  and 
refuses  to  surrender  or  share  such  possession,  yet,  as  we  shall 
see  hereafter,  an  exception  exists  in  the  case  of  severable 
chattels,  where  one  of  the  cotenants,  by  maintaining  exclus- 
ive control,  prevents  the  other  from  making  that  severance 
of  his  moiety  to  which  he  is  by  law  entitled."* 

§  246.  A  bailee  or  pledgee  of  a  cotenant,  in  possession 
of  a  chattel  belonging  to  the  cotenancy  may  retain  such  pos- 
session as  long  as  ho  continues  to  be  such  bailee  or  pledgee.* 
If  the  bailment  be  made  by  all  the  cotenants,  it  cannot  be 

'  Litt.  Bee.  323. 

■^  Conover  v.  Earl,  26  Iowa,  169;  Frans  v.  Young,  24  Iowa,  378;  KoningHberg  v. 
Launitz,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  215;  Farr  v.  Smith,  9  Weud.  338;  Sonthwortli  v.  Smith,  27 
Conn.  359;  Jones  t;.  Brown.  38  E.  L.  &  E.  304;  llussell  v.  Allen,  13  N.  Y.  177;  Uart 
V.  Fitzgerald,  2  Masn.  509;  Wright  i\  Bennett,  3  Barb.  451. 

^  Swartwout  v.  Evans,  37  111.  442. 

*  See  Bee.  252. 

*  Franz  v.  Young,  24  Iowa,  .'J7.'5. 
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terminated  by  any  less  number,  and  the  bailee  may  success- 
fully resist  a  suit  for  the  possession  until  a  demand  has  been 
made  by  all  the  co-owners.^ 

§  247.  Title  Deeds  pass  -with  the  Land.^ — He  in  whom 
the  title  to  land  is  exclusively  vested,  has  a  right  to  the  sole 
custody  of  all  the  deeds  which  in  their  operation  are  limited 
to  his  land.  An  equal  right  to  the  custody  of  a  deed,  or  other 
muniment  of  title,  may  exist :  1st,  when  two  or  more  persons 
are  cotenants  of  the  property  described  in  the  deed;  2d,  where 
two  or  more  persons  have  different  parcels  of  land  in  severalty, 
the  title  to  which  is  deraigned  through  the  same  conveyance. 
In  either  case,  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  possession  of 
the  common  muniment  of  title  seem  to  be  identical  with  the 
rights  of  cotenants  to  the  possession  of  their  common,  insev- 
erable chattels.  Whoever  has  possession  may  retain  it.  If, 
however,  it  happens  to  be  out  of  his  custody,  and  another 
equally  entitled  take  it,  he  may  keep  it.  In  other  words,  the 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  deed  being  equal,  the  law  will 
not  interfere  to  take  it  away  from  either.^  Hence  one  lessee 
cannot  sustain  detinue  against  his  co-lessee  for  the  posses- 
sion of  their  common  lease.*  Nor  can  such  action  be  main- 
tained by  any  person  for  a  muniment  of  title,  as  against 
another  equally  entitled  to  its  custody.  "It  is  well  estab- 
lished by  the  second  resolution  in  Lord  Buckhurst's  Case,  1 
Co.  Eep.  1,  and  by  other  authorities,  that  he  who  has  occa- 
sion to  use  a  deed  is  entitled  to  the  legal  custody  of  it;  but, 
where  two  have  an  equal  interest  in  a  deed,  and  each  may  have 
occasion  to  use  it,  as,  for  instance,  where  the  same  deed  grants 
Whiteacre  to  A  and  Blackacre  to  B,  as  it  is  manifest  that  both 
cannot  hold  the  deed  at  the  same  time,  to  whom  does  the  legal 
custody  belong?  If  it  were  a  chattel,  it  might  be  used  in  turn 
by  several  having  an  interest  in  it;  but  it  is  not  so  with  a  deed, 
which  must  remain  in  some  custody  until  the  occasion  for 
using  it  may  arise.  Upon  this  subject  there  are  few  author- 
ities, for  the  cases  relating  to  property  do  not  apply.     In  the 

<  Atwood  V.  Ernest,  13  Com.  B.  889;  76  E.  C.  L.  889. 

•■'  Lord  V.  Wardle,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  680;  4  Scott,  402. 

»  Jickling  on  the  Analogy  between  Legal  and  Equitable  Estates,  240. 

••  Clowes  V.  Hawlev,  12  Johns.  484. 
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case  put,  each  has  a  common  interest,  and  each  may  have  oc- 
casion to  use  the  deed,  but  both  cannot  use  it  at  the  same 
time.  The  only  way  of  avoiding  unseemly  contest  for  the 
possession  is  to  rule  that  he  who  first  has  it  may  keep  it;  and 
this  seems  to  be  the  result  of  the  only  authority  Avhicli  bears 
directly  on  the  subject.  In  Viu.  Abr.  Faits  (Z)  pi.  15,  it  is 
laid  down,  from  Bro.  Abr.  Charters  de  Terre  and  the  Year 
Book,  4  H.  7,  fo.  10,  that  '  if  laud  be  given  to  A  for  life,  re- 
mainder over  (to  several)  by  deed,  any  of  them  who  first  gets 
the  deed  shall  retain  it;  and,  therefore,  whoever  has  any  land 
entered  in  the  deed,  where  others  have  residue  of  the  land, 
yet  he  that  has  this  parcel  may  on  account  thereof  retain  the 
deed.' 

"The  reason  which  gives  the  first  possessor  a  right  to  hold 
the  deed  so  long  as  he  retains  it  in  his  possession,  gives  the 
other  party  having  an  interest  in  the  deed  a  right  to  keep  it 
should  it  come  to  his  custody.  It  is  the  interest  which  each 
has  in  the  deed,  and  the  occasion  which  each  may  have  to 
use  it,  which  gives  each  the  title  to  have  it.  In  the  case  put, 
it  may  hold  the  deed  against  B,  because  he  has  an  interest  in 
it  and  may  have  occasion  to  use  it,  and  therefore  if  he  get  it 
from  A,  he  may  hold  it  against  A.  For  fraud  or  force  which 
may  be  used  to  get  possession  of  the  deed,  either  party  may 
perhaps  have  a  remedy  against  the  other;  but  the  title  to  the 
deed  is  ambulatory  between  those  who  have  an  interest  in 
and  may  have  occasion  to  use  it,  and  each  is  entitled  to  keep 
the  deed  from  the  other  so  long  only  as  he  actually  retains  it 
in  his  custody  and  control,  but  no  longer."'  While  a  tenant 
in  common  cannot  sustain  any  action  at  law  against  his  co- 
tenant  for  the  possession  of  their  title  deeds,  he  may,  by  pro- 
ceedings in  equity,  compel  them  to  be  produced  for  his 
inspection.'^  Courts  of  equity  will  also  make  such  orders  in 
regard  to  the  custody  and  preservation  of  title  deeds  as  may 
be  necessary  to  secure  the  rights  and  promote  the  convenience 
of  thecotenants.* 

'  FoBter  V.  Crabb,  12  Com.  E.  140;  IC  Jur.  835;  21  L.  J.  C.  P.  189;  Yea  i'.  Field,  2 
T.  I{.  708. 

■^  Wright  V.  Plumptree,  3  Mad.  Cli.  481. 

3  Elton  V.  Elton,  C  Jur.  N.  S.  13C;  Yates  v.  Plumbc,  2  Snialc  \  G.  174;  Burton  v. 
Neville,  2  Cox,  242;  Lambert  v.  Rogers,  2  Mer.  489. 
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^  248.  Rigtit  to  be  in  Possession  of  Realty. — Every  mem- 
ber of  a  cotenancy,  irrespective  of  the  quantity  of  his  interest, 
has  the  right  at  all  times  to  be  in  possession  of  every  part  and 
parcel  of  the  real  estate  of  the  cotenancy.  This  right  neither 
of  his  cotenants  can  lawfully  impair  or  abridge.  Neither  has 
any  right  to  restrain  the  entry  of  the  other,  though  such  entry 
is  sought  to  be  made  in  order  to  accomplish  some  act  prejudi- 
cial to  the  rights  of  the  cotenant  who  resists  it.  Thus,  where 
two  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  barn-floor,  on  which  one  of 
them  sought  to  enter  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  removing  the 
other's  wagon,  and  the  latter  resisted  the  entry,  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  were  of  the  opinion  ' '  that 
the  defendant,  as  tenant  in  common  of  a  barn-floor,  occupied 
by  complainant  and  himself,  had  no  right  to  use  force  and 
violence  to  prevent  his  cotenant  from  entering  the  door,  though 
it  was  for  the  declared  purpose  of  removing  defendant's  wagon; 
and  that  such  declared  purpose  afforded  no  justification  for  the 
assault."'  In  an  important  and  well  considered  case,  decided 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  the  defendant  resisted 
an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  his  cotenant,  and  justified 
his  resistance  on  the  ground  that  his  possession,  though  ex- 
clusive as  to  a  parcel,  did  not  embrace  any  greater  area  than 
he  would  be  entitled  to  upon  a  partition  of  the  entire  tract. 
The  portion  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  disposing  of  this 
branch  of  the  case  is  as  follows : 

' '  Had  the  defendant  a  right  to  the  exclusive  posssession 
of  the  sixty  acres,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  exceed  his 
share? 

"As  the  case  does  not  show  that  there  had  been  any  parti- 
tion between  the  parties,  and  as  it  does  not  disclose  a  lease 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  nor  any  agreement  or 
license  to  occupy,  it  follows,  that  if  the  defendant  had  the 
exclusive  right  asserted,  it  must  be  found  in  the  law  of  the 
relation  that  existed  between  the  parties  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon. 

"A  tenancy  in  common  is  where  two  or  more  hold  pos- 
session of  lands  or  tenements  at  the  same  time  by  several 
and  distinct  titles.     The  quantities  of  their  estates  may  be 

'  Commonwealth  v,  Lakeman,  4  Cvish.  597. 
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different;  their  proportionate  shares  of  the  premises  may  be 
unequal;  the  modes  of  acquiring  their  titles  may  be  unlike, 
and  the  only  unity  between  them  be  that  of  possession.  Thus, 
one  may  hold  in  fee  and  another  for  life ;  one  may  acquire  his 
title  by  pui'chase,  another  by  descent;  one  may  hold  a  fifth, 
another  a  twentieth,  and  the  like.'  Tenancies  in  common 
differ  in  nothing  from  sole  estates  but  the  blending  and 
unity  of  possession.'^  '  Neither  of  the  cotenants  knoweth  his 
own  severalty,  and  therefore  they  all  occupy  promiscuously. 
Tenants  in  common  are  they  which  have  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  fee-simple,  fee-taile,  or  for  term  of  life,  etc. ;  and 
they  have  such  lands  or  tenements  by  several  titles,  and  not 
by  a  joint  title;  and  none  of  them  knoweth  his  severall,  but 
they  ought  by  the  law  to  occupie  these  lands  or  tenements  in 
common,  and  pro  indiviso,  to  take  the  profits  in  common. 
And  because  they  come  to  such  lands  or  tenements  by  sev- 
erall titles,  and  not  by  one  joint  title,  and  their  occupation 
and  possession  shall  be  by  law  between  them  in  common, 
they  are  called  tenants  in  common.'^  Coke,  in  commenting 
on  the  foregoing  passage,  remarks  as  follows :  '  The  essential 
difference  between  joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common  is, 
that  joint-tenants  have  the  land  by  one  joint  title  and  in  one 
right,  and  tenants  in  common  by  severall  titles,  or  by  one 
title  and  severall  rights;  which  is  the  reason  that  joint-tenants 
have  one  joint  freehold,  and  tenants  in  common  severall  free- 
holds. Onely,  this  property  is  common  to  them  both,  viz., 
that  their  occupation  is  undivided,  and  neither  of  them 
knoweth  his  part  in  severall.'^  In  section  three  hundred  and 
twenty-three,  it  is  stated  that  '  each  of  the  tenants  in  common 
may  enter  and  occupy  in  common,  per  ray  et  per  tout,  the  lands 
and  tenements  which  they  hold  in  common;  and  this  not- 
mthstanding  they  are  severally  seized.' 

' '  From  these  citations  it  is  manifest  that  by  the  very  law 
of  the  relation  existing  between  tenants  in  common,  each  and 
every  of  them  has  the  right  to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the 
whole  of  the  common  lands  and  every  part  thereof.  The 
rule  that  tenants  in  common  hold  their  lands  by  unity  of 

'  2  Bl.  Com.  191;  Co.  Litt.  189  a.  '^  2  Bl.  Com.  l!>4. 

'•>  Litt.  188  h.  *  Coke  Litt.  8ec.  292. 
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possession  inculcates  something  more  than  the  technical 
truth  that  the  possession  of  one  tenant  is  prima  facie  the 
possession  of  the  other.  In  our  judgment,  it  also  involves 
the  doctrine  that  the  tenants,  respectively,  have  a  right  to 
enter  upon  the  whole,  and  upon  every  part  of  the  whole  land, 
and  to  occupy  and  enjoy  the  whole  and  every  part  of  it,  and 
that  the  tenants,  respectively,  are  restrained,  by  correlative 
obligation,  from  resisting  the  exercise  of  this  right  in  either 
of  its  branches.  *  *  *  Before  partition,  a  tenant  in  common 
has  no  share,  except  one  which  is  undivided;  and  that  he 
cannot  possess  in  severalty,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  un- 
divided; and,  furthermore,  he  '  knoweth  not  of  this,  his  sev- 
erall,'  The  only  unity  between  tenants  in  common  is  the 
unity  of  possession,  and  if  each  man  knew  and  could  desig- 
nate his  part  in  severalty,  without  partition,  even  this  unity 
would  soon  be  destroyed.  He  who  has  no  right  to  possess, 
except  in  common  with  others,  in  claiming  the  right  to  pos- 
sess solely  any  part  of  that  to  which  the  common  right  ex- 
tends, utters  a  solecism. 

' '  Counsel  insist  that  '  while  defendant  occupies  no  more 
than  his  proportionate  share,  such  possession  is  consistent 
with  the  common  title,  and  therefore  his  possession  is  no 
ouster.'  It  is  true  that  the  bare  occupation  of  the  sixty  acres 
by  the  defendant  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  common  title; 
but  couple  with  that  occupation  a  refusal  on  his  part  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  and  occupy  the  sixty  acres  with  him, 
and  we  have  then  a  possession  in  him  that  is  not  consistent 
with  the  common  title,  and  which,  therefore,  does  amount  to 
an  ouster."^ 

'  Carpentier  v.  Webster,  27  Cal.  544.  This  decision  was  made  the  subject  of  a 
lengthy  and  unfriendly  review  in  the  numbers  of  The  Pacific  Law  Magazine  pub- 
lished respectively  in  January  and  February,  1867,  (vol.  1  p.  1,  and  vol.  1  p.  67.) 
The  reviewer,  no  doubt,  considered  the  doctrine  that  different  cotenants  may  at  the 
same  time  be  "in  the  actual  possession — the  positive  pedis  possessione — not  only  of 
the  same  identical  piece  of  land,  but  of  every  part,  parcel,  and  particle  thereof— all 
claiming  under  separate  derivations  of  title — all  having  diverse  views  and  interests 
as  to  the  use  to  be  made  of  the  premises — and  each  being  equally  entitled  with  every 
other  to  occupy  the  same  spot,  at  the  same  time,"  as  involving  a  legal,  moral,  and 
physical  heresy.  As  a  legal  heresy,  because  inconsistent  -with  the  authorities;  as  a 
moral  heresy,  because  it  permits  a  cotenant  to  enter  upon  and  enjoy  the  lands  im- 
proved and  beautified  by  another;  as  a  physical  heresy,  because  it  authorizes  two  or 
more  persons  at  the  same  time  to  occupy  the  same  space.  In  the  forty  odd  pages 
devoted  to  this  review,  no  single  opinion,  whether  of  a  Judge  or  of  a  text-writer,  has 
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§  249.  No  Right  to  injurious  Occupancy. — The  right  of 
each  cotenant  at  all  times  to  enter  iipon  the  common  property 
must  be  exercised  in  a  manner  which  permits  the  enjoyment 
of  the  equal  right  of  every  other  cotenant.  It  is  not  a  right 
to  occupy  in  a  manner  injurious  to  the  others.  Therefore, 
neither  has  the  right  to  erect  a  dam  on  lauds  of  which  he  is 
sole  oM'ner  or  otherwise,  and  thereby  flood  the  common  prop- 
erty. Such  flooding  would  be  a  practical  exclusion  of  the 
others;  and  is  in  fact  an  ouster.' 

§  250.     The  right  to  take  possession  of  the  subject  of 

the  cotenancy,  whether  it  be  of  real  or  personal  estate,  seems 
to  be  conceded  to  every  cotenant.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  chat- 
tels, the  only  remedy  when  one  cotenant  has  sole  possession, 
according  to  Littleton,  is  for  the  other  to  take  it  ' '  when  he 
can  see  his  time."^  For  an  exclusive  possession  of  realty,  the 
law  has  furnished  a  more  orderly  and  more  adequate  remedy. 
But  even  in  case  of  realty,  a  tenant  in  common  has  the  same 
right  to  eater  into  possession  as  though  he  were  tenant  in 
severalty.  He  may  go  upon  the  land  in  any  manner  not  in- 
volving a  breach  of  the  peace.     If  he  acquire  possession  by 

becu  brought  forward,  necessarily  nor  even  impliedly  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine 
which  the  reviewer  seeks  to  impugn.  Instead  of  producing  authorities  in  conformity 
with  his  view,  he  repi-oduces  the  same  quotations  from  Coke,  Littleton,  and  Black- 
stone,  quoted  and  relied  upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  and  gives  his  in- 
terpretation of  the  language  of  these  writers  as  follows:  "  They  are  not  to  bo  under- 
stood as  intending  to  convey  the  meaning  that  all  the  tenants  in  common  of  a  tract 
of  land  either  may  or  can  actually  and  bodily  occupy,  and  use,  and  take  the  profits  of 
the  same  identical  part  of  the  common  lands,  which  would  bo  impossible  and  con- 
trary to  the  order  of  nature,  but  they  must,  to  be  consistent  with  their  own  maxims, 
mean  simply  that  the  occupation  of  the  whole  or  of  any  dcOnite  portion  of  the  com- 
mon lands  by  one  is  equally  the  occupation  of  the  other;  that  the  unity  of  possession 
in  such  case  exists  between  the  in-tenant  and  the  ont-tenant;  and  that  so  long  as  this 
legal  unity  of  possession  continues,  the  out-tenant  cannot  maintain  ejectment  against 
the  in-tenant;  but  that,  if  this  legal  unity  of  possession  be  broken  by  any  act  of  one 
of  the  tenants,  as  for  instance  by  driving  off  the  cattle  of  tho  cotenant  from  vacant 
lands,  or  by  preventing  the  cotenant  to  enter  and  occupy  any  portion  of  the  common 
lands,  or,  according  to  tho  later  authorities,  by  denying  the  title  or  right  <>f  the  co- 
tenant,  then  and  in  such  case  the  legal  unity  of  possession  is  broken,  and  an  action 
of  ejectment  may  ha  maintained."  (Pacific  Law  Magazine,  vol.  1,  p.  77.)  Tho  doc- 
trine of  Carpenticr  v.  Webster  was  reaflirmed  in  Tevis  v.  Hicks,  ."38  Cal.  240. 

'  Great  Falls  Co.  v.  Worstcr,  15  N.  H.  450;  Odiorne  v.  Lyford,  9  N.  H.  502;  'J'homus 
V.  Pickering,  13  Me.  .353;  Hutchinson  i\  Chase,  3'J  Me.  514. 

■^  Litt.  sec.  323.  One  joint  owner  of  property  cannot  bc<  guilty  of  larceny  by  taking 
and  disposing  of  the  wholes,  unless  be  took  it  out  of  the  hands  of  a  bailee.  Kirksey  v. 
Tike,  29  Ala.  208. 

C.  &  P.— 20 
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stealth,  but  without  any  disorderly,  tumultuous,  or  forcible 
proceedings,  his  entry  is  justifiable,  and  no  one  has  any  right 
to  remove  him.'  No  doubt,  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  the 
retaking  of  a  chattel  from  the  cotenant  who  happens  to  have 
it  in  his  possession.  But  a  cotenant  has  no  right  to  take  or 
to  retain  possession  under  circumstances  which  would  not 
justify  such  taking  or  detention  if  he  were  sole  owner.  Hence, 
if  he  take  a  lease  of  his  cotenant  who  is  in  sole  possession, 
and  thereby  is  enabled  to  enter  upon  the  premises,  he  must 
surrender  the  possession  at  the  termination  of  his  lease.  If 
he  refuse,  he  may  be  removed  by  an  action  for  an  unlawful 
detainer.^ 

'd  251.     Right  to  use  Common  Estate. — Some  of  the  au- 
thorities declare,  in  general  terms,  that  joint-tenants,  tenants 
in  common,  and  coparceners  "have  a  right  to  enjoy  the  estate 
as  they  please."^     But  the  enjoyment  sustained  by  these  au- 
thorities is  not  a  capricious,  irresponsible  employment  of  the 
subject  of  the  cotenancy;  nor  does  it  include  such  use  of  the 
common  estate  as  can  only  arise  in  obedience  to  the  prompt- 
ings of  passion,  of  malice,  or  of  insanity.     It  is  a  reasonable 
enjoyment  in  some  of  the  ordinary  methods  of  reaping  profits 
from  property  of  like  character  and  under  like  circumstances.* 
An  inquiry  into  the  use  or  employment  which  one  cotenant 
may  make  of  the  common  property  involves  the  consideration : 
1st,  of  the  acts  which  he  may  lawfully  do  to  and  with  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy;  2d,  what  uses  of  the  common  property, 
not  prohibited  by  law,  are  so  far  in  excess  of  the  rights  of  the 
cotenant  making  the  use,  as  to  impose  upon  him  an  obligation 
recognized  and  enforced,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  reim- 
burse the  other  cotenants  on  account  of  this  excess.     The 
second  branch  of  this  inquiry  we  shall  postpone  for  the  pres- 
ent, to  be  resumed  in  the  chapter  upon  the  liabilities  of  co- 
tenants  among  one  another.     The  acts  which  either  cotenant 
may  lawfully  do  to  and  with  the  common  property  seem  to 
embrace  everything  not  amounting  to  an  ouster  of  the  other 

'  Wood  I'.  Phillips,  43  N.  Y.  155. 

-  Hershey  i'.  Clark,  27  Ark.  528. 

»  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  916;  Hole  i'.  Thomas,  7  Ves.  589. 

*  Hawlev  v.  Clowes,  2  Johns.  Ch.  122. 
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cotenant,  or  to  a  destruction,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy.  A  destniction  in  the  case  of  chattels 
may  be  either  an  annihilation  of  the  chattel,  or  such  a  use  or 
disposition  of  it  as  results  in  a  practical  annihilation  of  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenants  therein.'  A  destruction  where 
the  cotenancy  is  of  real  estate  is  some  act  or  series  of  acts, 
by  which  the  estate  is  injured  beyond  Avhat  would  result  from 
any  of  the  ordinaiy  and  reasonable  means  of  obtaining  profit 
from  a  like  estate.  Thus,  if  timber  standing  on  the  land  is 
of  proper  size  and  condition  for  advantageous  sale,  either  of 
the  cotenants  may  lawfully  proceed  to  cut  and  sell  it;  for  in 
so  doing,  he  makes  no  unusual  use  of  the  real  estate  of  which 
he  is  a  tenant  in  fee.-  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  he  cut  sap- 
lings and  underwood  at  unseasonable  times,  this  necessarily 
involves  a  sacrifice  of  the  interest  of  the  other  owners,  and  is 
therefore  a  destruction.^  So,  if  a  crop  be  planted  and  grow- 
ing upon  the  common  lands,  and  one  of  the  part  owners  enter 
and  plow  it  up  or  otherwise  destroy  it,  this  would  be  as  much 
a  destruction  as  is  the  cutting  of  young,  unmarketable  timber.* 
A  direct  removal  of  the  earth  itself  is  a  destniction  pro  tanto. 
Hence  no  part  owner  has  any  right  to  dig  up  the  soil  and  con- 
vert it  into  bricks  for  the  purpose  of  sale,''  nor  to  take  out  turf 
for  a  like  purpose. **  If  the  cotenancy  includes  a  water  power, 
or  other  water  right,  neither  one,  nor  even  a  majority  of  the 
cotenants,  will  be  permitted  to  divert  the  water  to  his  sole 
use,^  nor  to  so  employ  it  as  may  result  in  the  destruction  of 
their  common  reservoir." 

^  252.  The  right  of  either  cotenant  to  sever  personal 
property,  severable  in  its  nature,  and  existing  in  common  bulk 
and  being  of  the  same  quality  throughout,  was  probably  re- 
cognized at  common  law,  though  we  have  found  no  authorities 
there  bearing  upon  this  question.     In  the  United  States,  this 

'  See  8ecs.  .312-319,  for  what  acts  constituto  a  desb-uctioii  of  a  chattel. 
•^  Martj'u  r.  Knowllys,  8  T.  R.  145;   llihn  v.  Peck,  18  Cal.  G40;   Dodd  v.  Watson.  4 
.JoneH  Eq.  48;  Baker  v.  Wheeler,  8  Wciul.  507;  Alford  v.  Bradcen,  1  Nuv.  230. 
»  Hole  V.  Thomas,  7  Vcs.  589. 
^  Harniaii  r.  Gartman,  Harper,  430. 
•'  Doiigall  i\  Foster,  4  Grant's  Ch.  325. 

'•  Wilkinson  v.  Haygarth,  12  Q.  B.  8;J7;  ( JoppinKor  r.  Giihhins.  3  Jones  A  L.  3'J7. 
'  Bliss  r.  Rice,  17  Pick.  23;  Kennc.ly  r.  S.ovil.  12  ('nun.  .327. 
-  Ballon  r.  Wood,  8  Cush.  48. 
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right  lias  been  involved  in  legal  controversy  with  considerable 
frequency,  and  has  uniformly  been  sustained  as  to  all  prop- 
erty of  which  the  share  of  each  cotenant  can  be  ascertained 
by  weight  or  measurement  without  the  assistance  or  consent 
of  the  others.  If  a  tenant  in  common  of  such  property  takes 
any  portion  thereof  not  beyond  his  share,  this  is  regarded  as 
a  lawful  severance,  and  not  as  an  improper  assumption  of 
authority.  So  long  as  he  does  not  exceed  his  just  proportion, 
he  may  carry  away,  sell,  or  destroy  it  without  inciuTing  any 
liability  to  his  cotenants.^  "The  rule  should,  of  course,  be 
confined  to  property  readily  divisible  and  commonly  divided 
by  weight,  tale,  or  measurement,  into  portions  absolutely  alike 
in  quality  and  value,  as  grain  in  bulk,  money,  and  the  like. 
It  could  not  reasonably  be  applied  in  principle,  or  in  practice, 
to  things  in  their  nature  so  far  undivisible  that  the  share  of 
one  cannot  be  distinguished  from  that  of  another,  and  where 
each  article  or  item  has  a  distinct  identity,  plainly  distinguish- 
able from  the  others,  and  of  a  different  value."-  The  cases 
calling  for  the  application  of  this  rule  have  been  chiefly,  and 
so  far  as  our  observation  extends,  exclusively,  adjudications 
in  reference  to  grain  of  the  same  kind  and  quality.  We  have 
therefore  no  means  of  specifying  what  other  articles  are  of 
so  severable  a  nature  as  to  come  within  the  rule.  Whenever 
a  cotenant  is  authorized  to  make  a  severance  of  personal  prop- 
erty, his  creditors,  acting  under  an  execution  or  attachment 
against  him,  may  lawfully  seize  and  sever  his  share,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  is  not  by  law  exempt  from  such  seizure.^ 

§  253.  By  either  lease  or  license,  a  joint-tenant,  co- 
parcener, or  tenant  in  common,  may  confer  upon  another 
person  the  right  to  occupy  and  use  the  property  of  the  co- 
tenancy as  fully  as  such  lessor  or  licenser  himself  might  have 
used  or  occupied  it  if  such  lease  or  license  had  not  been 
granted.     If  either  cotenant  expel  such  licensee  or  lessee,  he 

1  Tripp  V.  Eiley,  15  Barb.  333;  Pobes  v.  Shattuck,  22  Barb.  568;  Kimberly  v.  Pat- 
chin,  19  N.  Y.  330;  Clark  v.  Griffith,  24  N.  Y.  59.5;  Lobdell  i'.  Stowell,  37  How.  Pr.  91; 
Fiquet  i\  Allison,  12  Mich.  328;  Erwin  v.  Clark,  13  Mich.  19;  Newton  v.  Howe,  29 
Wis.  535. 

-  Channon  v.  Lusk,  2  Lniis.  ill:'. 

^  Newton  v.  Howe,  29  YC'  ■ 
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is  giiiltj'  of  trespass.'  If  the  lessee  has  the  exchisive  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  he  is  not  liable  to  any  one  but  his  lessor 
for  rent,  unless  the  other  cotenants  attempt  to  enter  and  he 
resists  or  forbids  their  entry,  or  unless,  being  in  possession 
■with  them,  he  ousts  or  excludes  some  or  all  of  them;-  or 
unless,  under  the  law  of  the  State,  the  lessor  himself  would 
have  been  liable  had  he  been  in  such  exclusive  possession. 
Whenever  either  of  the  cotenants  may  lawfully  cut  or  remove 
trees,  he  may  authorize  another  to  do  so.^  Where  two  persons 
were  joint  owners  of  a  lake,  with  a  common  right  of  floating, 
fishing,  sailing,  etc.,  it  was  contended  that  one  of  them  could 
not  alienate  "a  portion  so  as  to  give  the  right  to  use  the  loch 
for  fishing,  boating,  and  so  on;  for  that  by  such  a  course  he 
would  be  making  the  interest  of  the  other  less  than  it  in  fact 
is;  that  he  would  be  making  him  an  owner  to  the  extent  of 
one-third  of  the  lake,  instead  of  one-half;  that  the  ownership 
of  the  lake  was  what  is  called  a  'jus  individicum ' —  incapable 
of  division;  and  that  where  there  are  two  joint  proprietors 
of  such  a  right,  one  of  them  cannot,  without  the  consent  of 
the  other,  introduce  a  third."  In  disposing  of  this  objection, 
Lord  Chancellor  Cranworth  said :  ' '  The  argument  of  the  ap- 
pellant rests  upon  the  assumption  that  the  right  to  a  loch  is 
a  right  incapable  of  division.  But  upon  what  does  this  rest? 
The  proposition  comes  strangely  in  a  case  which  is  founded 
on  the  joint  ownership  of  the  two.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
law  of  Scotland,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  to 
prevent  the  owner  of  a  loch  from  alienating  any  portion  of  it 
as  he  may  think  fit.  So  also  when  the  right  to  a  loch  is  held 
as  a  mere  pertinent  to  the  land.  If,  indeed,  the  effect  of  an 
alienation  by  one  of  two  co-owners  should  be  to  deprive  the 
other  owner  of  the  full  right  as  to  his  moiety,  then  that  would 
give  a  right  of  action  for  regulation  of  the  enjoyment.  But 
a  similar  right  would  exist  independently  of  the  alienation,  if 
one  of  two  co-owners  should  use  his  right  in  excess,  so  as  to 
interfere  with  the  right  of  the  other.  To  illustrate  this,  sup- 
pose it  were  not  possibh;  for  more  than  any  given  number  of 
boats  (say  a  thousand)  to  be  simultaneously  engaged  in  fish- 

'  McGavrcll  v.  Murphy,  1  Hilt.  i:i2. 

■■^  Badger  v.  Holiiits,  G  Gray,  118. 

•'  Baker  v.  Wlieeler,  8  Weud.  507;  Alford  r.  BracUeii,  1  Nev.  230. 
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ing  on  the  lake,  the  appellant  would  be  entitled  to  have  five 
hundred  so  employed,  and  Strowan  would  be  entitled  to  the 
other  five  hundred.  Strowan  could  not,  by  alienating  to 
others,  give  a  right  to  more  than  his  due  share;  but  if  he 
keeps  within  that  limit,  appellant  has  no  right  to  complain. 
It  is  the  same  thing  to  him  whether  the  right  is  exercised 
by  Strowan  or  by  others  deriving  title  under  him.  In  either 
case,  Strowan  or  his  disponees  might  be  restrained  from  any 
excessive  exercise  of  the  right  enjoyed  in  common  with  an- 
other; but  Strowan  could  not  be  prevented  from  exercising, 
subject  to  the  liability  to  be  thus  regulated,  the  right  incident 
to  property  in  general  of  alienating  it  as  he  may  think  fit. 

Reliance  was  placed  upon  two  cases  in  which  it  was  held 
that  where  there  are  two  joint  owners  of  a  moor,  one  of  them 
cannot,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  let  to  a  third  person 
the  right  of  sporting  over  it.  Those  cases,  however,  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  special  nature  of  the  right  attempted  to  be 
raised.  It  certainly  was  not  meant  to  be  decided  that  one  of 
two  joint  owners  of  a  moor  may  not  sell  his  interest,  or  any 
share  of  it,  to  as  many  joint  purchasers  as  he  may  choose. 
The  same  principle  must  govern  the  ownership  of  two  or 
more  owners  in  common  of  a  loch,  which  is  the  case  here; 
and  I  therefore  concur  with  a  majority  of  the  Judges  below 
in  the  conclusion  that  it  was  competent  for  Strowan  to  sell 
and  convey  to  the  respondent  the  right  to  use  the  loch,  as 
pertinent  to  the  lands  of  Kinloch,"^ 

§  254.    One  -who  agrees  to  raise  and  crop  upon  the  lands 

of  another,  and  to  divide  the  same  with  the  land  owner, 
instead  of  paying  rent,  becomes,  as  we  have  seen,  a  tenant  in 
common  with  the  owner  of  the  crops  produced  under  the 
agreement.^  This  cotenancy  deals  with,  and  is  inseparably 
connected  with  the  possession  of  the  land.  For  the  purpose 
of  doing  all  acts  necessary  to  be  done,  in  producing,  cultivat- 
ing, harvesting,  or  removing  and  dividing  such  crops,  each  of 
the  parties  has  an  equal  right  to  enter  upon  the  lands;  and  if 
either  forcibly  resists  the  entry  of  the  other,  or  removes  him 
after  such  entry,  he  is  guilty  of  assault  and  battery."     But  if 

'  Menzies  v.  Macdonald,  36  E.  L.  &  E.  24.  ^  See  sec.  100. 

^  Commonwealth  v.  Eigney,  4  Allen,  317. 
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the  one  has  no  right  to  forcibly  resist  the  other  who  is  about 
to  exercise  his  right  of  entry,  it  seems  equally  clear  that  the 
other,  if  resisted,  has  no  right  to  enter  forcibly;  and  that  if, 
in  entering,  he  uses  violence  towards  his  cotenant,  he  becomes 
a  trespasser  from  the  first,  and  an  action  of  trespass  is  main- 
tainable against  him  "for  all  damage  resulting  from  the  loss 
to  the  real  estate,  and  from  the  removal  of  the  common  prop- 
erty. "^ 

g  255.     The  respective  owners  of  a  party  -wall  have 

the  ownership  thereof   in  severalty,  each  owning  up  to  the 
division  line  between  his  lot  and  that  on  which  the  adjoining 
building  stands.     Each  has  an  easement  in  the  other's  half 
of  the  wall,  which  entitles  each  to  the  use  of  the  whole  Avail 
to  support  his  building  adjacent  thereto.    Either  may  increase 
the  height  of  the  wall  for  the  purpose  of  adding  buildings  on 
his  side;-  and  if,  when  so  increased,  the  other  tears  the  wall 
down  to  its  former  height,   he   is   liable   as   a  trespasser.* 
Neither  party  has  any  right  to  jjull  down  the  wall,  nor  to 
remove  it  in  whole  nor  in  part,  except  when  its  ruinous  con- 
dition renders  such  action  necessary.^    In  a  case  determined 
in  Massachusetts,  one  of  the  proprietors  of  an  ancient  party 
wall  was  paring  about  four  inches  of  it  off  on  the  side  next 
to  his  lot,  and  erecting  another  wall  about  two  inches  from  the 
portion  of  the  former  wall  which  remained  after  the  paring. 
The  new  wall  was  connected  with  the  other  by  occasional 
projecting  bricks  and  ties.    A  bill  in  equity  was  filed  disclos- 
ing these  facts,  and  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  this 
paring  of  the  old  wall.    In  stating  its  reason  for  granting  the 
relief  prayed  for,  the  Court  said:    "The   right  which  the 
plaintiff  had  was  an  easement  of  support  in  a  solid  party 
wall.     The  acts  of  the  defendant  tended  to  destroy  this  right. 
If  he  could  cut  off  the  old  Avail  in  part,  and  erect  a  new  one 
separate  from  it  at  a  distance  of  two  inches,  and  connected 
with  it  only  by  occasional  supports  or  ties,  he  might,  in  like 

'  Daniels  v.  Brown,  34  N.  H.  459. 
2  Brooks  V.  Curtis,  50  N.  Y.  G44. 
•'■  Matts  V.  Hawkins,  5  Taunt.  20. 

■"  Shorred  v.  CiBCO,  4  Hauf.  487;  IfiCLardH  n.  Rose,  9  Exc.  218;  24  E.  L.  &  E.  400;  17 
Jur.  103G;  23  L.  J.  11.  m.  S.)  Ex.  3. 
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manner,  erect  liis  new  wall  at  a  distance  of  two  feet  or  two 
yards,  and  connect  it  with  tlie  residue  of  the  old  wall  by  ties 
of  stone  or  wood.  After  such  an  alteration  as  that  made  by 
the  defendants,  the  plaintiff's  estate  might  be  as  strong  and 
well  supported  as  before,  but  it  would  cease  to  be  upheld  or 
sustained  by  the  ancient  party  wall — a  solid  structure,  such 
as  the  plaintiffs  had  from  time  immemorial  enjoyed.  Under 
the  most  liberal  rule  of  allowing  an  adjoining  owner  to  alter 
and  repair  a  partition  wall  to  suit  his  own  convenience,  and 
to  adapt  it  to  his  wants  in  erecting  a  new  building  or  repair- 
ing an  old  one,  no  case  goes  so  far  as  to  authorize  acts  to 
be  done  by  him  which  in  effect  destroy  the  character  of  the 
structure  as  a  party  wall."'  The  rights  of  the  adjacent  own- 
ers to  their  party  wall  continue  as  long  as  the  wall  is  sufficient 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  designed,  and  the  respective 
buildings  continue  in  a  condition  to  need  its  support.  But 
if  the  wall  becomes  so  decayed  and  ruinous  that  a  due  regard 
for  life  or  property  renders  its  removal  necessary,  either 
owner  may,  after  due  notice  to  the  other,  proceed  to  remove 
it,  and  to  rebuild  another  in  its  place;  and  if  in  so  doing  he 
proceed  with  reasonable  skill,  care,  and  speed,  he  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  any  damage  occasioned  to  the  other  by  loss  of 
business  or  by  exposure  of  his  property  to  the  weather. - 

§  256.     The  duration  of  the  rights  and  obligations  of 

owners  of  party  walls,  though  a  question  of  great  importance, 
is  involved  in  grave  doubts.  When  a  party  wall  has  been 
established,  it  may,  by  the  repair  of  dilapidations  or  by  re- 
peated tearing  down  and  rebuilding,  be  continued  perpetually. 
Has  either  party  the  right  to  call  on  the  other  to  repair  and 
rebuild,  and  thus  to  keep  up  the  wall  forever;  or  may  either, 
on  the  total  or  practical  destruction  of  the  wall,  refuse  to  join 
in  the  erection  of  another,  and  release  his  land  from  the  ease- 
ment which  had  been  attached  to  it?  Chancellor  Kent,  fol- 
lowing the  law  of  France,  and  out  of  respect  to  what  he  deemed 
the  equity  of  the  case,  declared  that  when  a  wall  became  ruin- 
ous, both  parties  were  bound  to  contribute  to  its  repair  and 
reconstruction;   and  he  accordingly  compelled  one  to  reim- 

'  Phillips  ('.  Boardman,  4  Allen,  149. 
"■  Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  601. 
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burse  the  other  for  expenses  incurred  in  rebuilding  their  par- 
tition wall.'  But  this  decision  has  been  doubted,  and  in  all 
probability  •will,  whenever  it  is  directly  drawn  in  question,  be 
overruled  in  the  State  where  it  was  pronounced.  In  one  in- 
stance, it  has  already  been  determined  that  the  destruction 
of  the  building  also  destroys  all  obligations  between  the 
parties  connected  with  their  party  wall;  and,  therefore,  that 
if  one  of  them  rebuild,  placing  the  wall  where  it  was  before, 
the  title  to  so  much  of  the  wall  as  is  beyond  the  division  line 
of  the  lots  is  thereby  vested  in  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  lot, 
and  that  such  adjacent  owner  may  therefore  use  this  wall  as 
his  own,  without  contributing  anything  towards  paying  for  its 
erection.-  It  will  be  seen  that  this  case  differs  from  that  of 
Campbell  v.  Mesier,  in  the  fact  that  the  wall  was  destroyed, 
instead  of  being  merely  in  a  ruinous  condition.  That  this 
difference  is  not  likely  to  be  regarded  as  material,  appears  by 
the  following  extract  from  the  opinion  of  Denio,  C.  J.,  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals:  "  I  do  not  perceive  any  solid  distinction 
between  a  total  destruction  of  the  wall  and  buildings,  and  a 
state  of  things  which  would  require  the  whole  to  bo  built  from 
the  foundation.  In  either  case,  there  is  great  force  in  saying 
that  the  mutual  easements  have  become  inapplicable,  and  that 
each  proprietor  may  build  as  he  pleases  upon  his  own  land, 
without  any  obligation  to  accommodate  the  other.  Circum- 
stances may  have  materially  changed  since  the  adjoining  pro- 
prietors were  content  with  such  walls  as  would  have  supported 
two  adjoining  dwellings.  If  the  right  of  mutual  support  con- 
tinues, by  means  of  the  original  arrangement,  or  by  prescrip- 
tion, it  is  for  just  such  an  easement  as  was  originally  conceded, 
or  which  has  been  established  by  long  enjoyment.  But  in  the 
changing  condition  of  our  cities  and  villages,  it  must  often 
happen,  as  it  did  actually  happen  in  this  case,  that  editices  of 
different  dimensions,  and  entirely  different  character,  would 
be  required.    And  it  might  happen,  too,  that  the  views  of  one 

'  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  334. 

•^  Sherred  v.  Cisco,  4  Sanf.  S.  C.  480.  A  party  who  builds  a  wall  oue-hiilf  ou  his 
own  and  one-half  on  his  neighbor's  land,  cannot  enforce  contribution  from  the  latter 
when  he  uses  the  wall  in  connection  with  a  building.  To  entitle  the  builder  to  con- 
tribution, in  such  case,  he  must  have  put  the  wall  on  the  other's  land  lawfully,  and 
with  an  agreement  that  it  should  be  paid  for  when  used.  List  v.  Hornbrook,  2  West. 
Va.  iiW. 
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of  the  proprietors,  as  to  the  value  and  extent  of  the  new  build- 
ings, would  essentially  differ  from  those  of  the  other;  and  the 
division  wall,  which  would  suit  one  of  them,  would  be  inap- 
plicable to  the  objects  of  the  other.  "^ 

In  view  of  the  preceding  decisions,  we  think  it  may  be 
safely  assumed  that  the  mere  fact  that  adjoining  proprietors 
have  or  had  a  party  wall  does  not  impose  upon  them,  nor 
their  successors  in  interest,  any  obligation  to  rebuild  the 
wall  when  destroyed,  nor  to  do  work  upon  it  which,  in  sub- 
stance, amounts  to  a  rebuilding,  in  a  case  where  the  wall  has 
become  in  a  ruinous  state  of  dilapidation.  The  suggestion 
of  Judge  Denio,  that  in  cities  coterminous  owners  frequently 
find  it  necessary  to  change  the  uses  formerly  made  of  their 
property,  and  that  therefore  a  party  wall  necessary  and  suffi- 
cient at  one  time,  may,  at  a  subsequent  period,  become  un- 
necessary or  inadequate,  deserves  great  consideration;  and 
we  doubt  whether  one  of  the  owners  of  a  party  wall  can, 
under  any  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of  some  special 
agreement,  be  compelled  to  maintain  or  rebuild  it  when  it  is 
no  longer  suitable  to  the  changed  condition  of  his  business 
or  of  his  property. 

'  Partridge  v.  Gilbert,  15  N.  Y.  615. 
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LIABILITIES  OF  COTENANTS  TO  ONE  ANOTHER. 

Classification  of,  ij  257. 

For  Use  and  Occupation,  ^  258. 

For  Rents  and  Profits,  §  259. 

For  Services  of  Cotenant,  §  260. 

For  Repairs,  v>  261. 

For  Improvements,  ^  262. 

For  removal  of  Lien,  Claim,  or  Title,  $  263. 

For  Monej'  collected  on  Insui-ance,  §  264. 

For  Injuries  arising  from  Repairing  or  Preserving,  §  265. 

For  Negligence,  $  266. 

Of  Owners  of  Party  Wall,  ^  267. 

g  257.      Classification. — The  liabilities   of    cotenants   to 
each  other,  arising  out  of  their  connection  with  the  common 
property,  will  now  be  considered.     In  such  consideration, 
we  shall  exclude,  as  foreign  to  our  purpose,  all  inquiry  in 
reference  to  leases  or  other  contracts  made  between  the  co- 
tenants,  because  their  effect  is  to  be  determined  by  reference 
to  their  express  stipulations,  and  by  the  application  of  the 
same  iniles  of  construction  which  would  be  properly  called 
into  requisition  if   the  contract  were  between  persons  not 
liable  to  any  of  the  consequences  flowing  from  a  joint  or 
common  interest  in  the  same  property.    All  the  claims  which 
one  cotenant  may  present  against  another,  not  founded  upon 
any  special  agreement,  and  arising  out  of  the  subject  of  the 
tenancy,  are :  1st,  for  use  or  occupation  of  the  common  prop- 
erty; 2d,  for  profits  received  from  the  common  property;   3d, 
for  services  performed  or  moneys  expended  for  its  benefit; 
4:th,  for  damages  occasioned  to  it  by  the  wilful  act  or  culpa- 
ble negligence  of  the  cotenant  from  whom  redress  is  sought. 

315 
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§  258.  For  Use  and  Occupation. — In  some  parts  of  the 
United  States,  a  cotenant  occuj)jing  the  entire  real  estate,  or 
any  portion  more  than  equivalent  to  his  interest,  though  with- 
out any  denial  of  his  co-owner's  right  to  enter  and  enjoy  in 
common  with  him,  is  liable  to  account  for  the  value  of  such 
occupation.^  But  the  decided  preponderance  of  the  author- 
ities, both  in  England  and  in  America,  affirms  the  right  of 
each  cotenant  to  enter  upon  and  hold  exclusive  possession  of 
the  common  property,  and  to  make  such  profit  as  he  can  by 
proper  cultivation  or  by  other  usual  means  of  acquiring  bene- 
fit therefrom,  and  to  retain  the  whole  of  such  benefits,^  pro- 
vided that  in  having  such  possession,  and  in  making  such 
profits,  he  has  not  been  guilty  of  an  ouster  of  his  cotenant, 
nor  hindered  the  latter  from  entering  upon  the  premises  and 
enjoying  them  as  he  had  a  right  to  do.^  The  reasoning  upon 
which  these  decisions  constituting  the  great  bulk  of  the  author- 
ities on  this  subject  rests  is :  That  as  each  cotenant  has,  at  all 
times,  the  right  to  enter  upon  and  enjoy  every  part  of  the 
common  estate,  this  right  cannot  be  impaired  by  the  fact  that 
another  of  the  cotenants  absents  himself  or  does  not  choose  to 
claim  his  right  to  an  equal  and  common  enjoyment;  that  it 
would  be  inequitable  to  compel  a  cotenant  in  possession  to 
account  for  the  profits  realized  out  of  his  skill,  labor,  and 
business  enterprise,  when  he  has  no  right  to  call  upon  his  co- 
tenant  to  contribute  anything  towards  the  production  of  these 
profits,  nor  to  bear  his  proportion  when,  through  bad  years, 
failure  of  crops,  or.  other  unavoidable  misfortune,  the  use 
made  of  the  estate  resulted  in  a  loss  instead  of  a  profit  to  the 
one  in  possession. 

§  259.     The  liability  of  each  cotenant  to  account  for 

rents  and  profits  received,  was  created  by  the  statute  4  and  5 
Anne,  ch.  16,  and  is  now  universally  recognized.  Consider- 
able differences  of  opinion  are  manifest  from  the  reports, 
both  English  and  American,  as  to  what  a  cotenant  must  ac- 

1  Thompson  v.  Bostwell,  1  McMuUen  Eq.  75;  Shiels  v.  Stark,  14  Geo.  437. 

^  Peck  V.  Carpenter,  7  Gray,  283;  Crane  v.  Waggoner,  27  Ind.  52;  Shephardf.  Pilch- 
ards, 2  Gray,  424;  Woolaver  v.  Knapp,  18  Barb.  265;  Israel  v.  Israel,  30  Md.  120;  Pico 
V.  Columbel  12  Cal.  414;  Becnel  v.  Beciiel,  23  La.  An.  150. 

''  Sears  v.  Sellew,  28  Iowa,  505;  Carr  v.  Passaic  L.  &  I.  B.  Co.  22  N.  J.  Eq.85; 
Israel  v.  Israel,  30  Md.  126. 
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count  for;  and  in  America  further  judicial  discussion  has 
arisen,  some  of  the  authorities  holding  that  this  statute,  by 
imposing  an  obligation  to  account,  authorizes  the  Courts  to 
sustain  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  not  accounting, 
while  the  other  authorities  declare  that  the  only  remedy  is 
in  an  action  of  account  at  law,  or  by  a  bill  in  equit}-  for  like 
pui-pose.  The  decisions  upon  both  these  questions  will  be 
shown  in  a  subsequent  chapter,  upon  the  remedies  of  co- 
tenants  against  one  another.' 

?/  2G0.     Compensation  for  his  services  in  managing  or 

taking  care  of  the  property  is  never  awarded  to  a  coteuant, 
except  as  the  result  of  a  direct  agreement  to  that  eflect;  or 
unless,  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Court  is 
satisfied  of  the  existence  of  a  mutual  understanding  betAveen 
the  parties  that  the  sei*vices  rendered  by  one  should  be  paid 
for  by  the  others."  In  this  respect,  the  law  of  cotenancy  is 
like  that  of  partnership.  A  partner  in  taking  care  of  and 
managing  the  property  of  the  concern  is  performing  no  more 
than  his  duty,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  no  compensation 
from  his  copartners.  But  if,  at  the  request  of  the  others,  he 
perform  services  which  neither  the  law  nor  his  partnership 
obligations  impose  on  him,  "an  agreement  is  implied  that 
he  shall  be  paid."''  We  have  no  doubt  a  like  agreement  will 
also  be  implied  when  one  cotenant  has,  at  the  request  of  the 
others,  performed  ser^dces  which  the  relation  of  cotenancy 
did  not  impose  upon  him. 

>/  261.  Compensation  for  repairs  or  improvements  made 
to  or  upon  the  subject  matter  of  a  cotenancy  may  be  claimed: 
1st,  as  forming  a  sufficient  affirmative  cause  of  action  against 
one  of  the  co-OAvners  not  contributing  his  proportion  of  the 
expenses  thereof;  2d,  as  forming  a  matter  of  set  off,  to  be  de- 
ducted from  an  amount  which  one  making  the  repairs  is  under 
obliguf.on  to  pay  to  another  of  the  cotenants  for  mesne  profits, 

'  Sec  Cliap.  XIII. 

^  Hears  r.  Munson,  23  Iowa,  389;  Bradl'oid  r.  Kimbcrly,  3  Johns.  Ch.  433;  Franklin 
I-.  Robinson.  1  .Johns.  Ch.  1G4;  Kaun  i'.  Iteynolds,  18  Cal.  280. 

'  Levi  r.  Karrick,  13  Iowa,  350;  Lewis  v,  Mofifatt,  11  111.  392;  Caldwell  v.  Liebor,  7 
Paige  Ch.  483. 
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or  for  profits  made  or  received  from  the  thing  owned  in  com- 
mon. There  are  general  expressions,  especially  in  the  Amer- 
ican reports,  indicating  that  one  cotenant  may  recover  in  an 
action  against  another  for  necessary  repairs  which  the  latter, 
after  demand,  refused  to  join  in  making.'  All  the  cases  agree 
that  a  notice  of  the  repairs  needed,  and  a  demand  that  he 
participate  in  making  them,  is  a  prereqviisite  to  a  recovery  in 
such  an  action  against  a  part  owner.^  But  we  doubt  whether 
any  case  can  be  cited  in  which,  proceeding  upon  and  by  virtue 
of  the  common  law,  and  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  to 
join  in  repairs,  a  cotenant  obtained  judgment  against  one  of 
his  fellow-tenants  for  repairs  made  without  the  assent  of  the 
latter,  either  expressed  in  direct  terms,  or  necessarily  implied 
from  the  situation  of  the  parties  or  their  course  of  dealing 
between  each  other.  The  common  law  remedy,  available  to 
a  cotenant  who  wished  the  others  to  assist  in  necessary  repairs, 
was  by  writ  de  reparatioiie  facienda?  But  this  writ  was  al- 
lowed only  when  a  mill  or  house  fell  into  decay.'*  It  was  not 
employed  to  obtain  contribution  for  repairs  previovsly  made; 
but  to  compel  a  cotenant  to  make,  under  the  order  and  direc- 
tion of  the  Court,  such  repairs  as  it  adjudged  to  be  proper.* 
Except  this  remedy,  to  which  recourse  must  have  been  had 
before  any  repairs  were  made,  "at  common  law,  no  action 
lies  by  one  tenant  in  common,  who  has  expended  more  than 
his  share  in  repairing  the  common  property  against  the  defi- 
cient tenants."^  A  case  illustrating  the  rule  that  the  assent 
of  a  part  owner  to  necessary  repairs  may  be  presumed  under 
peculiar  circumstances  and  from  a  prior  course  of  dealing 
between  the  parties,  was  determined  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  Illinois.  An  act  of  the  Legislature  granted  to 
several  persons  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  a  franchise  to 

^  Dech's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  St.  472;  Denman  v.  Prince,  40  Barb.  217. 

-  Mumford  v.  Bro^vn,  6  Cow.  476:  Kidder  v.  Rixford,  16  Vt.  172;  Stevens  u.  Thomp- 
son, 17  N.  H.  111. 

»  Co.  Litt.  200  h. 

*  Bowles'  Case,  11  Co.  82  h;  Co.  Litt.  200  6;  Carver  v.  Miller,  4  Mass.  561;  Loring 
r.  Bacon,  4  Mass.  576. 

»  Calvert  v.  Aldrich,  99  Mass.  76. 

6  Converse  r.  Ferre,  11  Mass.  326;  Calvert  v.  Aldrich,  99  Mass.  76;  Wiggm  v.  Wig- 
sin,  43  N.  H.  568. 
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establish  and  operate  a  ferry.     They  were  required  to  build 
approaches  to  the  ferry,  and  to  keep  and  maintain  the  whole 
in  condition  for  public  use.     One  of  the  part  owners  resided 
in  Eiu'ope.     During  his  lifetime,  he  permitted  the  others  to 
manage  the  feny  and  the  property  connected  ^"ith  it.     After 
his  death,  his  heirs  also  resided  in  Europe,  and  never  claimed 
or  exercised  any  control  over  the  property.     An  action  in 
assumpsit  was  brought  by  the  resident  part  owners  against 
the  heirs  of  the  absent  part  owner,  to  recover  for  expenses 
and  repairs  in  running  the  ferry  boats,  repairing  and  replacing 
them,    and    building   and  repairing   the   roads   and   dykes. 
Breese,   J.,   in  delivering  the   opinion   of  the  Court,  said: 
"The  declaration  shows  that  the  greater  part  of  the  expendi- 
ture, for  which  contribution  is  claimed,  was  incurred  in  re- 
lieving their  ferry  boat  from  a  serious  disaster — repairing  it, 
running  it,  and  replacing  it;  and  that  the  entire  account  is 
for  repairs  to  the  roads,  bridges,  and  dykes.     Now,  all  these 
things  had  to  be  done,  under  penalties,  and  in  doing  them, 
the  plaintiffs,  being  on  the  spot,  were  enabled  to  discharge 
their  associated  liability  to  the  public.     There  was  a  public 
duty  resting  on  them,  to  be  discharged  by  them.     It  could 
not,  surely,  have  been  understood  by  any  one  of  the  original 
associates,  or  by  those  purchasing  an  interest  in  the  fran- 
chises, that  on  the  death  of  any  one  of  them,  the  enterprise 
was  to  terminate  or  be  arrested  in  its  progress  to  completion, 
and  thereby  all  the  money  they  had  expended,  and  the  fran- 
chises also,  be  lost,  or  put  in  such  peril  as  to  render  them 
nearly  valueless;   or  that  one  portion  of  the  associates,  no 
matter  from  what  motive,  could,  by  his  own  act,  thwart  the 
designs  and  operations  of  his  fellows,  bent  on  performing 
their  obligations  to  the  public,  and  on  making  the  enterprise 
one  of  profit.     It  seems  to  us,  that  after  the  death  of  Paul 
Mehlgarten,  and  before  partition,   the   same  responsibility 
rested  on  his  heirs  as  upon  him,  and  that  casualty  did  not 
destroy  the  association,  nor  should  it  cripple  the  exertions  of 
those  on  the  spot,  who  had,  from  the  commencement,  the  man- 
agement of  the  enterprise.     "Whatever  sums  of  money  they 
expended  in  good  faith  upon  the  leading  objects  of  tlie  asso- 
ciation, and  which  were  necessary  iu  order  to  its  enjoyment, 
and  to  the  discharge  of  their  obligations  to  the  public,  the 


§§  262-3  LIABILITIES    OF    COTENANTS.  320 

heirs  of  Paul  Mehlgarten,  the  defendants  in  this  suit,  are 
justly  chargeable  with  their  proportion."' 

§  262.  Improvements. — -Neither  cotenant  has  any  power 
to  compel  the  others  to  unite  with  him  in  erecting  buildings 
or  in  making  any  other  improvements  upon  the  common  prop- 
erty.^ If  either  chooses  to  make  such  improvements,  he  can- 
not recover  from  the  others  for  their  share  of  the  expenses 
incurred  thereby,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  on 
their  part,  or  of  such  circumstances,  or  such  a  course  of 
dealing  between  the  parties,  as  convinces  the  Court  that  a 
mutual  understanding  existed  between  them  to  the  effect 
that  these  expenses  were  to  be  repaid." 

g  263.     For  removal  of  Liens  and  Clouds  on  Title. — The 

purchase  of  an  outstanding  title,  the  removal  of  a  tax  or  other 
lien  or  incumbrance,  and  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  for 
the  preservation  of  the  common  property,  or  for  the  protection 
or  assertion  of  some  common  right,  or  the  redress  of  some 
common  injury,  are  all  spoken  of,  in  general  terms,  as  afford- 
ing a  ground  for  contribution  in  favor  of  one  cotenant  and 
against  another.*  In  no  instance,  however,  have  we  found 
that  either  of  these  matters  has  been  successfully  employed 
as  an  affirmative  cause  of  action  on  which  to  base  a  personal 
judgment  against  a  non-contributing  cotenant,  in  the  absence 
of  a  previous  authorization  or  a  subsequent  ratification  of  the 
transaction  out  of  which  the  claim  for  reimbursement  arose. 
If  an  outstanding  paramount  title  be  purchased  by  one  co- 
tenant,  and  the  others  fail  or  refuse  to  pay  their  share  of  the 
purchase  price,  the  purchaser  may  indemnify  himself  by  as- 
serting the  paramount  title  which  he  has  so  acquired.  If 
instead  of  purchasing  some  title,  he  has  discharged  a  valid 
lien  against  the  property,  he  may  assert  this  lien  to  the  ex- 
tent of  compelling  an  equitable  contribution.^     And  when  he 

'  Haven  v.  Mehlgarten,  19  111.  95. 

-  Becnel  v.  Becnel,  23  La.  An.  502. 

^  Thurston  v.  Dickinson,  2  Rich.  Eq.  317;  Thompson  v.  Bostick,  1  McM.  Eq.  75; 
Dillettf.  Whitner,  Cheves  Eq.  213;  Taylor  v.  Baldwin,  10  Barb.  590;  Drennen  v. 
Walker,  21  Ark.  557. 

*  Story's  Eq.  sees.  505  and  1235;  Williams  v.  Gray,  3  Greenl.  207. 

s  Titsworth  v.  Stout,  49  111.  78. 
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has  expended  money  in  asserting  some  common  right  or  re- 
dressing some  common  injnrj,  or  in  preserving  the  common 
property,  and  has  thereby  been  of  advantage  to  his  co- 
owners,  he  may  have  the  amounts  so  expended  credited  to 
him,  when  called  upon  to  account  with  his  cotenants.^  But 
we  think  all  claims  by  one  cote-nant  against  another,  arising 
out  of  the  common  property,  and  disconnected  alike  from 
any  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  from  any  circum- 
stances which  clearly  establish  that  one  must  necessarily  have 
been  authorized  to  act  for  the  other,  must,  in  their  assertion, 
be  limited  to  the  declaration  and  enforcement  of  a  lien  against 
the  property.  If  a  different  rule  prevailed,  every  part  owner 
would  constantly  incur  the  hazard  of  being  required  to  pay, 
for  the  removal  of  incumbrances,  sums  in  excess  of  the  value 
of  the  estate. 

§  264.  For  Insurance  Collected. — A  cotenant  is  liable  to 
his  companions  for  their  proportion  of  a  sum  of  money  col- 
lected by  him  on  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the  whole  prop- 
erty, which  was  effected  in  the  name  of  one  cotenant,  with 
authority  from  others,  and  which  policy  purported  to  be  "for 
whom  it  may  concern."^  Two  out  of  three  tenants  in  common 
executed  a  lease  of  the  whole  estate.  The  lessee  covenanted 
to  insure  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessors.  The  third  cotenant 
subsequently  ratified  the  act  of  the  others.  The  premises 
were  burnt  down  during  the  occupancy  of  the  lessee.  The 
amount  of  the  policy  of  insurance  was  paid  to  one  of  the 
lessors.  The  cotenant  who  did  not  join  in  the  lease  brought 
an  action  to  recover  a  part  of  this  amount,  corresponding  to 
his  interest  in  the  property  destroyed.  The  Court  held  that 
the  insurance,  under  the  circumstances,  was  in  the  nature  of 
rent,  being  one  of  the  benefits  secured  by  the  demise;  and 
that  he  who  had  recovered  the  whole  of  it,  held  it  to  the  uses 
of  his  cotenants  ' '  respectively,  in  proportion  to  their  aliquot 
parts  of  the  common  estate,  and  an  action  at  law  will  lie  for 
it."' 

^  265.  Liability  for  Injuries. — A  tenant  in  common  is 
not  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  accidental  consequences 

'  Gage  V.  Mulholland,  16  Grant  Ch.  MG.  '^  Briggs  v.  Call,  5  Mot.  504. 

^  Starkb  V.  Sikca,  8  Gray,  G12. 

C.  &  p.— 21 
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of  repairs  which  he  has  a  right  to  make,  nor  from  conse- 
quences resulting  from  extraordinary  measures  which  were 
apparently  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  common 
property.  He  may  relieve  himself  from  claims  made  against 
him  in  either  case  by  his  cotenant,  by  showing  that  his  acts 
were  necessary,  and  were  performed  with  diligence  and  care, 
and  were  free  from  negligence.^ 

§  266.     Negligence  in  the  care  and  use  of  the  eomraon 

property  may  result  in  its  comj)lete  destruction,  or  in  a  mere 
depreciation  of  its  value.  In  case  of  destruction  through 
negligence,  the  cotenant  in  fault  seems  to  be  as  liable  to  the 
other  part  owners  as  though  the  destruction  were  wilful.^  A 
charge  that  a  cotenant  carried  oats  entrusted  to  his  care  in 
so  negligent  and  careless  a  manner  that  the  boat  in  which 
they  were  transported  was  filled  with  water  and  the  oats  lost, 
is  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  oats  were  destroyed  by 
such  cotenant.^  So  turning  a  lot  of  hogs  into  the  street,  thus 
occasioning  them  to  stray  away  and  be  lost  renders  the  culpa- 
ble cotenant  liable  as  for  a  destruction.*  On  the  other  hand, 
one  Judge  has  gone  so  far  as  to  declare  that  "  the  clear  result 
of  the  authorities  is,  that  one  joint  owner  of  a  ship  or  chat- 
tel is  not  responsible  to  the  co-owners  for  the  careless  use  of 
it.  The  other  owners,  if  not  satisfied  to  leave  it  in  his  care, 
must  look  themseles  to  the  protection  of  their  own  property."* 
This  very  clear  language  was  employed  in  a  decision  denying 
the  liability  of  a  j)art  owner  of  a  vessel,  through  whose  neg- 
ligence it  took  fire  and  was  consumed.  Very  meagre  and  dis- 
cordant are  the  authorities  in  reference  to  the  possibility  of 
liability  arising  against  a  part  owner  for  any  negligence  on 
his  part  resulting  in  an  injury,  but  not  in  a  destruction  of 
the  subject  of  the  tenancy.  On  one  hand,  it  is  held  that  a 
tenant  in  common  is  not  liable  "for  negligence  or  misuse  of 
the  common  property,  nor  for  what  he  might  have  made  by 
diligence;""  and  on  the  other,  it  is  said  that  if  one  tenant  in 

i  Boytou  V.  Rees,  9  Pick.  530. 

^  Chesley  v.  Thompson,  3  N.  H.  9:  Guillot  v.  Dossat,  4  Mart.  203. 

■'  Herrin  v.  Eaton,  13  Me.  196. 

■•  Sheldon  v.  Skinner,  4  Wend.  525. 

5  Moody  V.  Buck,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  308. 

«  Hall  V.  Fisher,  20  Barb.  448. 
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common  misuse  that  which  he  has  in  common  with  another, 
he  is  answerable  to  the  other  in  an  action  as  for  misfeas- 
ance.^ 

^    267.    The  owTiers  of  a  party  wall  are  not  necessarily, 

nor  even  ordinarily,  cotenants  thereof.  They  are  not,  there- 
fore, in  seeking  redress  from  each  other,  fettered  by  any  of 
the  limitations  as  to  liability  or  as  to  form  of  action  which 
are  imposed  by  law  on  cotenants.  As  long  as  the  wall  remains 
in  condition  fit  for  the  use  for  which  it  was  originally  designed, 
and  is  not  in  a  state  which  renders  its  continuance  dangerous 
to  life  or  property,  neither  of  the  parties  has  any  authority  to 
do  any  act  which  will  impair  the  rights  of  the  other  or  injure 
his  person  or  property.  If  either  undertake  to  under[3in  his 
part  of  the  wall,  he  is  certainly  liable  to  the  other  for  any 
damages  resulting  from  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  him- 
self or  of  his  agents  or  servants.  The  cases  undoubtedly  go 
farther.  They  require  the  party  underpinning  or  changing 
his  portion  of  the  wall  to  reimburse  the  other  for  all  injuries 
occasioned  thereby,  whether  the  result  of  negligence  or  not. 
Whenever  either  party  undertakes  to  change  or  undermine  or 
increase  the  height  of  the  wall,  he  does  so  at  his  own  peril; 
and  he  must  indemnify  the  other  for  any  injurious  conse- 
quences, though  the  undertaking  be  prosecuted  with  the 
utmost  skill,  diligence,  and  caution. ^  One  of  the  owners  of 
a  party  Avail  contracted  with  another  person  to  make  altera- 
tions, dig  down  the  foundations,  lower  the  floor,  deepen  the 
cellar,  etc.,  and  gave  notice  of  these  intended  improvements 
to  the  tenant  of  the  adjacent  building,  who  assented  thereto. 
In  consequence  of  these  alterations,  the  party  wall  settled, 
and  the  front  and  rear  walls  of  the  adjoining  house  were 
cracked.  As  a  defense  to  an  action  to  recover  for  these  dam- 
ages, the  defendant  insisted  that  he  was  not  responsible  for 
the  negligence  of  the  contractor  who  did  the  work.  But  the 
Court  disposed  of  this  defense  as  follows:  ''The  cases  relat- 
ing to  the  liability  of  a  person  for  the  negligence  of  another, 
who  stands  to  him  in  the  relation  of   an  independent  cou- 

•  Martyn  v.  Knowllys,  8  T.  11.  14(;. 

"  Eno  V.  Del  Vccchio,  4  Duer,  C'2;  lij-own  i'.  WindHor,  1  Comp.  A  Jor.  20;  Bradbeo 
r.  Christ's  Hospital,  4  Mau.  Jk  Gr.  714,  7G0;  Brookw  v.  Curtis.  50  N.  Y.  044. 
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tractor,  and  not  of  servant,  have,  we  think,  no  application  to 
the  present  case.  Here  one  defendant  employs  and  directs 
the  other  defendant  to  commit  a  trespass.  Both  are  liable 
for  the  consequences  jointly  and  severally.  The  question  of 
negligence  was  wholly  immaterial,  or  at  least  it  was  wholly 
unnecessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  prove  any  negligence. 
The  trespass  was  committed  at  the  peril  of  being  responsible 
for  all  the  injury  sustained  by  plaintiff."^ 

'  Eno  V.  Del  Vecchio,  6  Duer,  27. 
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LEGAL   REMEDIES  BETWEEN   COTENANTS. 
For  Matters  independent  of  the  Cotenancy,  ^  268. 

FOR  RECEIPTS  AXD  FOR  USE  AND   OCCUPATION. 

No  Remedy  at  Common  Law,  ^  269. 

Account  given  bj'  Statute,  §  270. 

Account  only  when  case  is  within  the  Statute,  $  271. 

Account,  classification  of  cases,  ^^  272. 

Account  for  Eents  and  Profits  received,  $  273. 

Account  for  Use  and  Occupation — English  Rule,  §  274. 

Account  for  Use  and  Occupation  in  America,  §  275. 

Account  for  Use  and  Occupation  in  America,  $  276. 

Account  must  be  for  balance  due  as  result  of  final  settlement,  $  277. 

Account,  Off-sets  allowed  defendant,  $  278. 

Account,  Off-sets  for  Improvements,  §  279. 
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Assumpsit  in  Maine,  ^  281. 

Assumpsit  in  Michigan,  ^  282. 

Assumpsit  in  Pennsylvania,  §  283. 

Assumpsit  in  New  York,  $  284. 

Assumpsit  in  England,  ^  285. 

Assiampsit  for  Use  and  Occupation,  $  286. 

FOR  POSSESSION  OF   CHATTELS. 

No  Remedy  at  Law,  $  287. 
Detinue,  $  288. 
Replevin,  $  289. 

FOR  POSSESSION  OF  REALTY. 

Ejectment,  «  290. 

Necessity  of  Ouster,  $  291. 

Proof  of  Ouster,  when  not  required,  ^  292. 

What  Judgment  jilaintiff  may  have,  ^  293. 

Interest  of  plaintiff  less  than  that  sued  for,  §  294. 

Forcible  Entrj'  and  Unlawful  Detainer,  ^S  295. 

Trespass  to  try  Titles,  $  296. 
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FOR  ACTS   OF   TRESPASS. 

Action  on  the  case,  vS  297. 
Trespass  sustainable  in  two  cases,  §  298. 
Trespass  sustainable  for  Destruction,  §  299. 
Trespass  sustainable  for  Ouster,  §  300. 
Trespass,  what  Ouster  sustains,  ^  301. 
Trespass,  what  Destruction  sustains,  §  302. 
Trespass  for  Mesne  Profits,  ^  303. 
Trespass  against  Lessee  of  Cotenant,  ^  304. 
Waste,  §  305. 

FOR  CONYERSION. 
Trover,  ^  306. 

Trover,  when  sustainable,  §  307. 
Trover  for  selling  Chattel,  308. 

Trover  for  selling  Chattel  denied  in  some  States,  §  309. 
Trover  for  seUing  Chattel  under  Execution,  310. 
Trover  against  Vendee  of  a  Cotenant,  $  311. 
Trover  for  destruction  of  Proiierty,  ^  312. 
Trover  for  destruction  of  Cotenant's  Eights,  313. 

Trover  for  destruction  of  Cotenant's  Eights  by  emancipating  slave,  §  314. 
Trover  for  destruction  of  Cotenant's  Eights  by  allowing  chattel  to  be   lost. 

§315. 
Trover  for  destruction  by  changing  form  of  Chattel,  §  316. 
Trover  for  destmction  by  removal,  §  317. 

Trover  for  destruction  by  refusal  to  apply  chattel  to  proper  use,  $  318. 
Trover  by  refusing  to  allow  Severance,  §  319. 

FOR   REPAIRS. 
Writ  to  compel,  §  320. 

§  268.    For  Matters  independent  of  the  Cotenancy. — The 

fact  that  two  or  more  persons  are  cotenants  imposes  no  re- 
straints upon  their  dealing  wdth  one  another,  nor  does  it  affect 
their  legal  or  equitable  remedies  based  upon  any  dealings  be- 
tween them,  independent  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  coten- 
ancy. They  are,  like  partners,  at  liberty  to  transact  business 
with  one  another  as  individuals,  and  each,  in  his  individual 
capacity,  to  pursue  the  ordinary  legal  or  equitable  means  of 
redress  for  any  violation  by  one  of  his  individual  engagements 
with  the  other.  ^  Therefore,  one  may  distrain  for  the  rent  due 
him  from  the  other  who  is  occupying  the  premises  under  a 
lease,  entered  into  by  himself,  or  acquired  by  assignment 

'  Bond  V.  Hilton,  Busb.  309;  Ouston  v.  Ogle,  13  East,  538. 
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from  a  lessee.'  Ou  the  other  hand,  if  one  tenant  is  lessee 
of  the  other,  or  otherwise  is  entitled  to  exclusive  possession 
of  the  -whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises  by  virtue  of  a  con- 
tract with  the  other,  he  has,  on  being  disturbed  in  his  occu- 
pation, the  same  remedies,  as  though  he  were  not  cotenant 
with  his  lessor.- 

FOR  RECEIPTS  FROM  THE  COTENANCY  AND  FOR  USE  AXD  OCCUPATION. 

§  269.  Common  Law  furnished  no  adequate  Remedy. — 
The  enforcement  of  the  rights  and  the  prevention  of  the  wrongs 
of  cotenants,  arising  out  of  the  property  in  which  they  have 
a  joint  or  common  interest,  bear  a  close  resemblance  to  the 
enforcement  of  rights  and  the  prevention  of  wrongs  among 
copartners.  The  ascertaining  of  the  relative  liabilities  to  each 
other  of  Joint  owners  or  owners  in  common,  whether  they  also 
happen  to  be  partners  or  not,  is  of  difficult  accomplishment 
at  law,  as  it  usually  requires  the  taking  of  an  account  between 
them.  Therefore,  the  adjustment  of  the  liabilities  of  coten- 
ants to  one  another  and  the  enforcement  of  their  relative  rights, 
have,  when  growing  out  of  the  common  property,  and  not 
based  upon  the  commission  of  some  tort,  been  generally 
sought  in  courts  of  equity — those  tribunals  affording  more 
convenient  and  adequate  means  of  relief  than  the  tribunals 
of  the  law.  In  fact,  in  all  cases  where  the  cotenants  con- 
tinued in  possession,  the  common  law  seems  to  have  provided 
no  means  by  which  either  could  recover  anything  from  the 
other,  who  had  taken  more  than  his  share  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  estate,  unless  such  rents  and  profits  were  re- 
ceived by  one  as  bailiff  of  the  other.  "If  one  joyntenant  or 
tenant  in  common  of  land  maketh  his  companion  his  baylife 
of  his  part,  he  shall  have  an  action  of  account  against  him,  as 
hath  been  said.  But  although  one  tenant  in  common  or  joyn- 
tenant without  being  made  baylife  taketli  the  whole  profits, 
no  action  of  account  lieth  against  him;  for  in  an  action  of 
account  he  must  charge  him  as  guardian,  baj'life  or  receiver, 
as  hath  been  said  before,  which  ho  cannot  do  in  this  case, 

'  Luther  v.  Arnold,  8  Rich.  2C;  Snelgar  v.  Htuston  Cro.  Jac.  Gil;  2  Co.  Rep.  212; 
Cowper  V.  Fletcher,  C  Best  &  S.  -170;  118  E.  C.  L.  408. 
-  O'Hear  i-.  DeGoesbriand,  33  Vt.  012;  1  Kent's  Comiii.  .JTO. 
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unless  his  companion  constitute  liim  bailife.  And  therefore 
all  those  bookes  which  affirm  that  an  action  of  account  lieth 
by  one  tenant  in  common,  or  jointenant,  against  another, 
must  be  intended  when  one  maketh  the  other  his  bailife,  for 
otherwise  never  his  bailife  to  render  an  account,  is  a  good 
plea."' 

§  270.  Remedy  b3'-  Statute  of  Anne. — As  cotenants  were 
without  any  means  of  redress,  when  one  of  them  had  received 
more  than  his  share  of  the  rents  or  profits  of  the  estate,  the 
statute  4  and  5  Anne,  ch.  16,  was  passed  to  remedy  this  defect 
in  the  common  law.  The  27th  section  of  this  statute  enacted : 
"That  from  and  after,"  etc.,  "actions  of  account  shall  and 
may  be  brought  and  maintained  against  the  executors  and 
administrators  of  every  guardian,  bailiff,  and  receiver;  and 
by  one  joint-tenant,  and  tenant  in  common,  his  executors  and 
administrators,  against  the  other  as  bailiff,  for  receiving  more 
than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  proportion;  and  against  the 
executor  and  administrator  of  such  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in 
common ;  and  the  auditors  appointed  by  the  Court,  when  such 
action  shall  be  depending,  shall  be,  and  are  hereby  empowered 
to  administer  an  oath,  and  examine  the  j)arties  touching  the 
matters  in  question,  and  for  their  pains  and  trouble  in  audit- 
ing and  taking  such  account,  have  such  allowance  as  the  Court 
shall  adjudge  to  be  reasonable,  to  be  paid  by  the  par'ty  on 
whose  side  the  balance  of  the  account  shall  appear  to  be." 
Under  this  statute,  wherever  the  relation  of  cotenancy  exists, 
it  creates  the  liability  to  account.  But  the  action  is  not  gen- 
erally maintainable  until  after  a  demand,  nor  then,  except  at 
reasonable  periods.-  And  where  the  custom  of  the  country  is 
to  reckon  the  annual  rents  at  annual  jjeriods  or  times,  no 
doubt  these  times  would  be  adopted  as  the  reasonable  times 
at  which  the  cotenant  receiving  the  rents  is  required  to  ac- 
count. 

^  271.  Cotenant  must  bring  his  case  within  the  Stat- 
ute.— In  order  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  this  statute,  the  plain- 
tiff must  clearly  show  that  his  case  is  one  for  which  the 

1  Co.  Litt.  209  h;  3  Rob.  Pr.  171;    Henderson  v.  Easou,  17  Ad.  &  El.  N.  S.  718: 
Wheeler  v.  Horae,  Willes,  208. 
"  Barnum  v.  Landon,  25  Conn.  150. 
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statute  was  designed  to  afford  a  remedy.  In  the  declaration 
it  should  be  made  to  appear  that  the  parties  are  cotenants, 
and  also  what  their  relative  interests  are.  "This  is  neces- 
sary, in  order  that  the  judgment  to  account  may  show  on 
what  basis  or  ru.le  of  liability  the  defendant  is  to  account ; 
because  a  bailifit'  at  common  law  is  answerable,  not  only  for 
what  he  has  received  as  such  bailiff,  but  also  for  what  he 
might  have  made  of  the  lands  with  proper  diligence,  or  as 
some  of  the  books  say,  what  he  might  have  made  without  his 
wilful  fault;  but  under  the  statute,  he  is  not  liable  beyond 
what  he  has  received  more  than  his  just  share  or  proportion." ' 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  parties  were  cotenants,  and 
that  the  defendant  has  received  rents  and  profits :  the  addi- 
tional fact  must  appear  that  the  defendant  has  received  more 
than  his  proportion.'-  "The  declarations  since  the  statute  have 
always  set  forth  that  the  defendant  has  received  more  than 
his  share. "^  A  declaration  is  sufficient  which  "states  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  tenants  in  common  in  xmdivided 
moieties,  and  that  the  defendant  had  the  care  and  management 
of  the  whole,  to  receive  and  take  the  rents,  etc.,  to  the  use 
and  profit  of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and,  as  bailiff"  of  the 
plaintiff,  of  what  he  had  received  more  than  his  just  share  and 
proportion  to  render  a  reasonable  account  to  the  plaintiff;" 
and  which,  in  addition,  shows  that  defendant  received  more 
than  his  share. ^ 

g  272.  The  statute  of  Anne,  as  we  have  seen,  gives  a 
remedy  by  an  action  of  account,  in  favor  of  one  cotonant 
against  another  as  bailiff",  "for  receiving  more  than  comes  to 
his  just  share  or  proportion."  This  statute  has,  in  substance, 
been  reenacted  in  several  of  the  States.  A  very  radical  and 
evenly  balanced  difference  of  opinion  has  arisen  in  regard  to 
what  a  cotenant  may  be  compelled  to  account  for,  on  the 
ground  that  in  receiving  it,  he  has  received  "more  than 
comes  to  his  just  proportion."    The  cases  in  which  the  action 

'  Hayden  v.  Merrill,  44  Vt.  341. 

■^  Early  v.  Friend,  IC  Gratt.  52;  Hayden  v.  Merrill,  44  Vt.  336;  Stupton  i'.  Itichard- 
Bon,  13  Mees  »t  W.  21;  Irvine  v.  Hamlin,  10  Serg.  A  K.  221;  Sargent  r.  P.irson.s,  12 
MasB.  149. 

^  Wheeler  v.  Home,  Willcs,  210.     See  Barnum  v.  Laudon,  25  Coun.  148. 

*  EaBon  V.  Headtnson,  12  Ad.  &.  El.  N.  S.  9ii(J. 
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of  account  has  been  sought  to  be  sustained  under  this  statute 
divide  themselves  into  two  classes.  In  the  first  are  comprised 
all  cases  in  which  the  cotenant,  sought  to  be  called  to  an  ac- 
counting, has  received  from  a  third  person  the  rents  or  profits 
of  the  common  property.  The  second  class  includes  the  cases 
in  which  the  cotenant  complained  of  has  not  received  any- 
thing from  third  persons,  but  has  directly  appropriated  to 
himself  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  of  the  common  estate, 
or  of  more  than  his  proportion  thereof. 

^  273.  Accounting  for  Receipts. — The  cases  referred  to 
in  the  preceding  section,  as  being  comprised  within  the  first 
class,  are  unquestionably  provided  for  by  the  statute  of  Anne, 
and  by  all  statutes  of  like  import.  ' '  Where  one  tenant  in 
common  actually  receives  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  then 
he  may  be  compelled  to  account  for  such  profits  actually  re- 
ceived."^ If  one  of  the  cotenants  make  a  lease  of  the  entire 
premises  as  if  he  were  a  sole  owner,  the  other  cotenants  are 
entitled  to  their  pro  rata  of  the  rents. ^  And,  so  it  is  said,  if 
a  cotenant  retain  more  than  his  share  of  the  profits,  he  is 
compellable  to  account  not  only  for  the  original  profits,  but 
also  for  such  further  profits  as  may  have  accrued  to  him  from 
this  use  of  the  original  profits."  Upon  a  leasing  of  his  moiety 
by  one  of  the  cotenants,  his  lessee  becomes  liable  to  account 
to  the  cotenants  of  the  lessor.* 

§  274.     For  Profits  made  and  for  Use  and  Occupation. — 

English  Rule. — So  far,  we  have  encountered  no  conflict  of 
authority  as  to  what  a  cotenant  must  account  for.  But  we 
shall  now  consider  the  liability  of  a  cotenant  who,  though  en- 
joying the  whole,  or  more  than  his  share  of  the  common  prop- 
erty, receives  nothing  from  third  persons,  on  its  account.  Here 
the  harmony  ends.  We  shall  first  show  the  rule  prevailing  in 
England,  by  quoting  the  main  portion  of  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  in  what  seems  to  be  the  latest  as  well  as  the  best  con- 
sidered case  in  that  country:  "It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
statute  does  not  mention  lands  or  tenements,  or  any  particular 

'  Izard  v.  Bodine,  3  Stock.  404;  Crow  v.  Mark,  52  111.  332. 
'^  Pope  V.  Harkins,  16  Ala.  324. 
^  Huff  V.  McDonald,  22  Geo.  161. 
*Barnum  v.  Landon,  25  Conn.  152. 
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subject.  Every  case  in  wliicli  a  tenant  in  common  receives 
more  than  liis  share  is  within  the  statute :  an  account  will  lie 
when  he  does  receive,  but  not  otherwise.  It  is  to  be  observed 
also  that  the  receipt  of  issues  and  profits  is  not  mentioned, 
but  simply  the  receipt  of  more  than  comes  to  his  share ;  and, 
further,  he  is  to  account  when  he  receives,  not  takes,  more 
than  comes  to  his  just  share.  What,  then,  is  a  receiving  of 
more  than  comes  to  his  just  share,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  of  A7i7ie? 

' '  It  appears  to  us  that,  construing  the  act  according  to  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  words,  this  provision  of  the  statute 
was  meant  to  apply  only  to  the  cases  where  the  tenant  in 
common  receives  money  or  something  else,  where  another 
person  gives  or  pays  it,  which  the  cotenants  are  entitled  to, 
simply  by  reason  of  their  being  tenants  in  common,  and  in 
proportion  to  their  interests  as  such,  and  of  which  one  re- 
ceives and  keeps  more  than  his  just  share,  according  to  that 
proportion. 

' '  The  statute,  therefore,  includes  all  cases  in  which  one  of 
two  tenants  in  common  of  lands  leased  at  a  rent  payable  to 
both,  or  of  a  rent  charge,  or  any  money  payment  or  payment 
in  kind,  due  to  them  from  another  person,  receives  the  whole 
or  more  than  his  proportionate  share,  according  to  his  in- 
terest in  the  subject  of  the  tenancy.  There  is  no  difficulty 
in  ascertaining  the  share  of  each,  and  determining  when  one 
has  received  more  than  his  just  share,  and  he  becomes,  as  to 
that  excess,  the  bailifl:  of  the  other,  and  must  account. 

' '  But  when  we  seek  to  extend  the  operation  of  the  statute 
beyond  the  ordinary  meaning  of  its  words,  and  to  apply  it  to 
cases  in  which  one  has  enjoyed  more  of  the  benefits  of  the 
subject,  or  made  more  by  its  occupation  than  the  other,  we 
have  insuperable  difficulties  to  encounter. 

' '  There  are  obviously  many  cases  in  Avhich  a  tenant  in 
common  may  occupy  and  enjoy  the  land  or  other  subject  of 
tenancy  in  common  solely,  and  have  all  the  advantages  to  be 
derived  from  it,  and  yet  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  make  him 
pay  anything.  For  instance,  if  a  dwelling  house,  or  barn,  or 
room,  is  solely  occupied  by  one  tenant  in  common,  without 
ousting  the  other,  or  a  chattel  is  used  by  one  cotenant  in 
common,  nothing  is  received;   and  it  would  be  most  inequit- 
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able  to  hold  that  he  thereby,  by  the  simple  act  of  occupation 
or  use,  without  any  agreement,  should  be  liable  to  pay  a  rent 
or  anything  in  the  nature  of  compensation  to  his  cotenants 
for  that  occupation  or  use  to  which,  to  the  full  extent  to 
which  he  enjoyed  it,  he  had  a  perfect  right.  It  appears  im- 
possible to  hold  that  such  a  case  would  be  within  the  statute; 
and  an  opinion  to  that  effect  was  expressed  by  Lord  Colten- 
ham  in  McMahon  v.  BurchelL'  Such  cases  are  clearly  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  statute. 

"Again,  there  are  many  cases  where  profits  are  made,  and 
are  actually  taken,  by  one  cotenant,  and  yet  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  he  has  received  more  than  his  just  share.  For 
instance,  one  tenant  employs  his  capital  and  industry  in  cul- 
tivating the  whole  of  a  piece  of  land,  subject  to  the  tenancy, 
in  a  mode  in  which  the  money  and  labour  expended  greatly 
exceed  the  value  of  the  rent  or  compensation  for  the  mere 
occupation  of  the  land;  in  raising  hops,  for  example,  which 
is  a  very  hazardous  adventure.  He  takes  the  whole  of  the 
crops :  and  is  he^  to  be  accountable  for  any  of  the  profits  in 
such  a  case,  when  it  is  clear  that,  if  the  speculation  had  been 
a  losing  one  altogether,  he  could  not  have  called  for  a  moiety 
of  the  losses,  as  he  would  have  been  enabled  to  do  had  it 
been  so  cultivated  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  the  cotenants? 
The  risk  of  cultivation,  and  the  profits  and  loss,  are  his  own; 
and  what  is  just  with  respect  to  the  very  uncertain  and  ex- 
pensive crop  of  hops  is  just  also  with  respect  to  all  the  pro- 
duce of  the  land,  the  f  nidus  indusiriales,  which  are  raised  by 
the  capital  and  industry  of  the  occupier,  and  would  not  exist 
without  it.  In  taking  all  the  produce,  he  cannot  be  said  to 
receive  more  than  his  just  share  and  proportion  to  which  he 
is  entitled  as  tenant  in  common.  He  receives,  in  truth,  the 
return  for  his  own  labour  and  capital,  to  which  his  cotenant 
has  no  right. 

"  Where  the  natural  produce  of  the  land  is  augmented  by 
the  capital  and  industry  of  the  tenant— grass,  for  instance,  by 
manuriuo-  and  draining — and  the  tenant  takes  and  sells  it,  or 
where,  by  feeding  it  with  his  cattle,  he  makes  a  profit  by  it, 
the  case  seems  to  us  to  be  neither  within  the  words  or  spirit 

1  2  Phillips  Eep.  131. 
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of  the  act,  though  there  are  not  cases  of  /nidus  industricdes 
in  either  case."' 

In  the  decision  of  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham,  referred  to 
in  the  preceding  quotation,  his  Lordship  makes  the  further 
objection  to  holding  that  a  cotenant  may  be  called  to  account 
for  use  and  occupation,  that  "the  effect  would  be,  that  one 
tenant  in  common,  by  keeping  out  of  the  actual  occupation 
of  the  premises,  might  convert  the  other  into  his  bailiff";  in 
other  words,  prevent  the  other  from  occupying  them,  except 
upon  the  terms  of  paying  him  rent.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
acts  of  Parliament  to  lead  to  that  conclusion,  which  is  con- 
trary to  the  law  as  clearly  established  from  the  time  of  Lord 
Coke  downwards."^ 

§  275.     American  Cases  affirming  the  English  Rule. — 

The  construction  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  maintained  by  the 
most  recent  decisions  in  England,  has  been  approved  in  the 
majority  of  instances  in  which  it  has  been  called  in  question 
in  the  United  States.  Indeed,  some  of  our  Courts  seem  to 
have  preceded  rather  than  followed  the  English  adjudications 
upon  this  subject.  Thus,  in  Massachusetts,  as  early  as  1815, 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  denied  a  cotenant  the  right  (o  an 
accounting  against  his  companion  "because  the  plaintiff  had 
not  charged  the  defendant  with  having  received  rents  and 
profits,  ofiierivise  than  h//  Id's  occupancij."^  In  New  York,  -where 
the  defendant  had  had  the  sole  occupation,  for  a  joeriod  of  five 
years,  of  a  farm,  the  rent  and  occupation  of  which  wore  worth 
$200  per  annum,  and  he  was  sued  by  liis  cotenants  who  were 
the  owners  of  the  undivided   six-sevenths  of  the  farm,  the 

'  Henderson  i'.  Eason,  17  Ad.  &  EL,  N.  S.,  701.  718.  This  case  was  decided  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  on  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  judgment  of 
the  last  named  Court  (see  Eason  v.  Henderson,  12  Ad.  &  El.,  N.  S.,  99G)  proceeded 
upon  a  very  diflerent  theory  from  that  adopted  on  appeal,  as  will  bo  readily  perceived 
by  the  following  cxti-act  from  the  opinion  of  Lord  Denman:  ••  The  case  stated  that 
he  liad  occupied,  and  received  the  whole  profits,  but  no  i)art  was  underlet:  he  received 
no  rent,  nor  anything  but  the  profits  derived  from  the  culture  of  the  lauds,  to  tho 
expense  of  which  the  plaintiff  in  no  way  contributed.  It  was  contended  that  tlie  de- 
fendant was  not  liable  as  bailifl",  because  it  does  not  appear  that  lie  had  received  rent, 
and  because  it  did  not  appear  that  he  liad  received  more  tlian  liis  just  proportion. 
But  we  think  tlie  words  'rents,  issues,  or  profits,'  include  tho  proceeds  of  the  land, 
whether  in  money  or  in  kind." 

^  McMahon  v.  Burchell,  2  Thill.  13-J. 

^Sargent  v.  Parsons,  12  Mass.  152. 
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Supreme  Court  quoted  and  approved  tlie  opinions  pronounced 
in  Henderson  v.  Eason  and  in  McMalion  v.  Burcliell.^     The 
same  cases  have  been  approved  in  Indiana  and  Missouri,  and 
applied  to  legal  controversies  arising  under  a  statute  sub- 
stantially like  the  statute  of  Anne.^     In  New  Jersey,  the  gen- 
eral principle  is  af&rmed  that  "where  one  tenant  in  common 
occupies  the  whole  estate,  without  claim  on  the  part  of  his 
cotenants  to  be  admitted  into  possession,  he  is  under  no  ob- 
ligation to  account — for  he  had  a  right  to  such  occupancy."' 
But,  according  to  the  views  of  this  Court,  this  general  rule 
does  not  extend  to  a  case  where  the  property  was  valuable  to 
rent  as  an  entirety,  and  an  opportunity  was  offered  to  so  rent 
it,  which  could  not  be  accepted  owing  to  the  refusal  of  one  of 
the  cotenants  to  join  in  the  lease;  and  such  cotenant  took  and 
retained  exclusive  possession  of  that  part  most  useful  to  him- 
self-    The  fact  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  prevented 
an  advantageous  lease,  that  his  mode  of  occupancy  was  of  a 
character  to  exclude  plaintiff  from  participating  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of   it,  together  with  ' '  other  considerations  connected 
with  the  ownership  and  occupancy  of  the  property,  and  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  in  regard  to  it,"  induced  the  Court, 
"to  consider  the  occupancy  of  the  defendant  as  an  ouster  of 
the  complainant,  and  to  make  it  proper  that  the  defendant 
should  account  with  the  complainant  for  the  portion  of  the 
premises  the  defendant  exclusively  occupied.""     At  quite  an 
early  day,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  in 
considering  the  effect  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  of  a  similar 
statute  of  Virginia,  arrived  at  about  the  same  conclusions 
sustained  by  the  most  recent  English  decisions.     "These 
statutes,"  said  the  Court  in  Kentucky,  "were  not  designed  to 
create  a  right  in  favor  of  a  cotenant  who  expended  nothing,  to 
share  the  profits  resulting  from  the  money  or  labor  expended 
by  his  companion;  but  they  were  intended  to  give  a  remedy, 
by  which  the  profits  of  the  estate,  growing  out  of  its  condition 
when  acquired,  or  which  the  estate  yielded,  or  would  yield, 
independent  of  any  extraordinary  expenditure  by  the  party 

'  Woolever  v.  Kiiapp,  18  Barb.  265.    See  also,  to  same  effect,  Dresser  v.  Dresser,  40 
Barb.  300;  Wilcox  v.  Wilcox,  48  Barb.  327;  Scott  v.  Guernsey,  60  lb.  163. 
^  Crane  v.  Waggoner,  27  Ind.  52;  Bagan  v.  McCoy,  29  Mo.  367. 
^  Izard  V.  Bodine,  3  Stock.  404. 
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receiving  the  profits,  might  be  apportioned  according  to  the 
interests  of  the  cotenants."^  In  California,  the  decision  in 
Henderson  v.  Eason  has  been  approved,  though  it  is  said  that 
the  statute  of  Anne  has  never  been  adopted  as  part  of  the  law 
of  that  State. - 

§  276.     But  in  some  of  the  United  States,  the  statnte  of 

Anne  has  received  a  different  inteipretation  from  that  adopted 
in  England.  A  case  arose  in  South  Carolina,  where  the  sub- 
ject of  the  tenancy  consisted  of  about  eight  hundred  acres  of 
land,  of  which  between  three  and  four  hundred  acres  were  in 
condition  for  cultivation.  One  of  the  cotenants  entered  upon 
the  whole  land,  and  proceeded  to  cultivate  that  which  was  in 
condition  for  cultivation,  and  to  clear  and  improve  the  bal- 
ance; and  after  it  was  so  improved,  proceeded  to  cultivate  it 
as  he  did  the  rest.  Being  called  upon  to  account  to  the  co- 
tenant  not  in  possession,  the  defendant  contended  that  he  was 
not  chargeable,  because  he  did  not  receive  any  rent.  But  the 
Court  held  that  ' '  to  cultivate  and  have  the  use  of  lands,  is  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits,  though  the  occupier  is  his  own 
tenant;"  that  to  ascertain  what  rents  he  should  be  charged 
with,  the  Court  would  inquire  into  the  condition  and  rental 
value  of  the  land  when  it  was  first  made  the  subject  of  exclu- 
sive possession.  Therefore,  the  defendant  was  required  to 
account  for  the  rents  of  all  the  land  which  was  in  condition 
for  cultivation  when  he  took  possession,  but  was  excused  from 
accounting  for  that  portion  which  by  his  own  exertions  was 
made  capable  of  producing  rent.'^  In  Virginia,  the  Code^ 
contains  a  provision  substantially  like  the  statute  of  Anne. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals,  in  determining  a  case  arising 
under  this  Code,  considered  the  decisions  in  England,  and 
dissented  therefrom,  giving  its  reasons  as  follows : 

"What,  then,  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  in  our  statute 
'  for  receiving  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  propor- 
tion?' What  did  the  Legislature  intend  by  the  use  of  those 
words?     Did  they  only  intend  to  make  a  tenant  in  common 

'  Nelson's  Heirs  v.  Clay's  Heirs,  7  J.  J.  Marsli.  141. 
'^  Pico  V.  Columbet,  12  Cal.  419;  Goodenowi).  Ewer,  IG  Cal.  471. 
^  Thompson  I'.  Bostwick,  1  McMullaa's  Eq.  75.    See  also  Holt  ii,  Bobertson,  lb. 
475;  Vokntino  i'.  Johnson,  1  Hill  Ch.  49. 
*  Code,  p.  58G,  ch.  145,  see.  14. 
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accountable  to  his  cotenants  for  receiving  from  a  stranger  on 
account  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  more  than  the 
just  share  or  proportion  of  such  tenant?  Or  did  they  intend 
to  make  him  accountable  for  receiving  more  than  his  Just  share 
or  proportion  of  the  rents  and  profits,  whether  paid  by  a 
stranger  or  derived  from  his  own  occupation  and  enjoyment 
of  the  property?  I  think  they  intended  the  latter.  The 
former  construction  may  be  a  reasonable  one  in  England, 
where  the  ordinary  mode  of  deriving  profit  from  real  estate 
is  by  renting  it  out;  but  not  in  this  State,  where  real  estate 
is  generally  occupied  and  used  by  the  owner.  "With  all  de- 
ference to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  I  think  the  con- 
struction they  put  upon  the  word  '  receiving '  is  too  technical 
and  narrow,  at  least  for  our  country;  and  if  it  be  a  just  one 
in  England,  it  is  because  of  circumstances  existing  there 
which  do  not  exist  here.  I  do  not  see  the  force  of  the  dis- 
tinction drawn  by  that  Court  between  the  words  'receive''  and 
'  take''  in  this  connection.  I  think  the  word  '  receiving''  in  the 
statute  literally  means  a  receiving  of  profits  as  well  by  use  and 
occupation  as  renting  out  the  property.  At  all  events,  there 
is,  in  substance,  no  di£ference  between  them,  and  the  former 
is  as  much  within  the  reason  and  the  meaning  of  the  law  as 
the  latter.  If  a  tenant  in  common  rent  out  the  property  and 
receive  more  than  his  just  share  of  the  rent,  he  is  accountable 
for  the  excess  to  his  cotenants.  Why  should  he  not  be  alike 
accountable  when,  instead  of  renting  out  the  property,  he 
solely  occupies  and  uses  it,  and  thus  receives  more  than  his 
just  share  of  the  profits?  Why  should  he  be  told,  '  If  you  rent 
out  the  property  and  receive  the  rent,  you  must  share  it  with 
your  cotenants;  but  if  you  solely  occupy  and  use  it  and  take 
all  the  profits,  you  will  not  be  accountable  to  them.'  Would 
he  hesitate  between  these  alternatives?"^  In  Vermont,  in  a 
very  recent  decision,  and  after  a  thorough  examination  of  the 
authorities,  the  Supreme  Court  announced  its  intention  to 
depart  from  the  English  rule.  "  We  will  not  attempt  to  lay 
down  any  particular  rule  as  a  general  test  of  liability  of  one 
tenant  in  common  occupying  the  common  property.     But  it 

^  Early  <j.  Friend,  16  Gratt.  47;  Buffliers  v.  Lewis'  Exrs.  7  Leigh,  720;  Graham  v. 
Pierce,  19  Gratt.  38. 
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is  safe  to  say  that  where,  as  iu  this  case,  the  occupancy  of  a 
tenant  in  common  is  beneficial,  and  at  a  profit  to  snch  occupant, 
and  is  entire  and  exclusive,  he  is  bound  to  account  to  his  co- 
tenant  for  what  he  has  received  by  such  occupancy  more  than 
his  just  proportion."^ 

§  277.  Only  for  Balance  Due. — In  considering  the  mat- 
ters for  which  a  cotenant  must  account  to  his  fellow-tenant, 
we  have  not  devoted  any  attention  to  demands  in  the  nature 
of  counterclaims  which  the  defendant  may  bring  forward  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  the  charges  against  him.  *'It  is  not 
enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  shoAV  that  the  defendant  has  taken 
more  than  his  proportion  of  a  single  article  raised  on  the 
estate,  but  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  he  has  received 
more  than  his  aliquot  part  of  the  proceeds  of  all  the  profits 
of  the  common  property,  after  deducting  all  reasonable 
charges.  There  must  be  a  balance  due,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  action,  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant, 
as  the  result  of  a  final  settlement  of  the  account  between  the 
parties  relating  to  the  estate  owned  in  common."^ 

§  278.     Among  the  reasonable  charges  for  which  the 

defendant  will  be  allowed  as  an  off-set  are  included  all  sums 
paid  for  taxes  or  assessments,  or  for  keeping  the  premises  in 
ordinary  repair;^  also  necessary  disbursements  made  "for 
the  recovery,  defense,  or  protection  of  the  joint  proj)erty,^  but 
not  the  law  expenses  of  adverse  suits  between  the  tenants  in 
common  themselves."^  If  the  cotenant  who  calls  for  the  ac- 
counting is  indebted  to  the  other  for  a  sum  advanced  in  pur- 
chasing the  estate,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  have  the  sums  for 
which  he  is  liable  applied,  first  to  the  payment  of  interest 
which  had  accumulated  when  such  liability  accrued,  and  next 
to  the  payment  of  the  principal  sum.® 

g  279.  Improvements  made  by  one  cotenant  independ- 
ent of  any  agreement  so  to  do,  may  sometimes   bo  proper 

'  Hayden  v.  Merrill,  44  Vt.  348.    Sec,  to  same  effect,  Shieln  v.  Stark,  14  Geo.  435. 

-  Shephard  v.  Kichards,  2  Gray,  427. 

s  Hannan  v.  Osbom,  4  Paige,  343;  Dcch's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  St.  472. 

*  Lewis  and  Nelson'H  Appeal,  C7  Pa.  St.  109. 

*  Volentine  v.  Johnson,  1  Hill  Ch.  50. 

C.  &  p.— 22 
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matter  to  be  considered  in  taking  an  account.^  But,  under 
what  circumstances,  and  to  what  extent,  improvements  may 
be  considered  in  taking  an  account  between  cotenants  cannot 
be  stated  with  desirable  precision.  It  is  probable,  however, 
that  they  will  not  be  made  a  subject  of  compensation  unless 
they  are  of  a  usual  character,  and  are  necessary  for  the  ordi- 
nary and  economical  use  of  the  property.  But  when  the 
propei-ty  is  intended  by  the  co-owners  to  be  devoted  to  a 
special  purpose,  allowance  may  be  made  for  such  improve- 
ments as  intelligent  and  sagacious  men  know  will  greatly  tend 
to  accomplish  the  i^urpose  desired.^ 

§  280.  Assumpsit,  -where  allowed  and  for  what. — At 
quite  an  early  day,  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  the  State 
of  Massachusetts  determined  that  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute of  Anne,  giving  the  action  of  account,  necessarily,  by 
authorizing  such  action,  also  authorized  an  action  of  assump- 
sit. The  Court  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  on  the  grounds: 
1st  that  whenever  account  can  be  maintained,  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit may  also;  and  2d,  that  the  statute,  being  remedial, 
ought  to  receive  a  liberal  construction.  "It  [the  statute] 
was  enacted  to  provide  a  relief  which  could  not  be  had  at 
common  law;  and  the  mode  pointed  out  by  action  of  account 
ought  to  be  considered  as  put  by  way  of  example,  not  of 
limitation."^  The  decision  thus  made  has  been  reaffirmed  in 
many  subsequent  decisions  in  the  same  State;  and  the  prin- 
ciples there  enounced  have  been  applied  to  a  great  variety  of 
cases.  Thus,  in  one  instance  indebitatus  assumpsit  was  main- 
tained for  money  had  and  received— the  gravamen  of  the 
action  being  that  the  defendant  had  received  and  retained 
more  than  his  share  of  the  profits  arising  from  the  use  of  a 
machine  of  which  he  and  the  plaintiff  were  cotenants.*  In 
another  case,  the  same  form  of  action  was  successfully  em- 
ployed by  one  part  owner  of  a  vessel  to  recover  his  share  of 
compensation  received  by  another  part  owner  for  services 
during  a  previous  voyage.'^    In  the  same  form  of  action,  a 

1  Nelson  v.  Leake,  25  Miss.  199;  Euffners  v.  Lewis,  7  Leigh,  7-13. 

■■'  Reed  i'.  Jones,  8  Wis.  464. 

»  Jones  V.  Harraden,  9  Mass.  540. 

*  Brlgham  v.  Eveleth,  9  Mass.  541;  Moses  v.  Ross.  41  Me.  360. 

5  Fanning  i'.  Cliad'nick,  3  Pick.  420. 
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tenant  ui  common  of  certain  real  estate  obtained  his  propor- 
tion of  money  received  by  his  cotenant  for  wood  gi'own  npon 
the  land  and  sold  by  the  latter.'  And  so,  in  the  same  State, 
rents  and  profits  may  be  recovered  in  assumpsit  against  a  co- 
tenant.  "It  seems  very  clear  that,  in  ordinary  cases,  where 
one  tenant  in  common  has  received  the  whole  or  the  greater 
share  of  the  rents,  his  cotenant  may  have  an  action  of  assump- 
sit, and  that  this  is  the  appropriate  if  not  the  sole  remedy  at 
law  which  he  can  have."-  In  the  same  State,  "Money  ex- 
pended by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  off  a  common  incumbrance 
necessary  to  be  removed  to  discharge  their  joint  covenants, 
must  equally  be  the  proper  subject  of  an  action  of  assumpsit 
by  one  tenant  in  common  against  his  cotenant."^ 

^  281.  The  rule  adopted  in  Massachusetts  has  been 
wholly  or  partially  approved  and  acted  upon  in  several  other 
States.  Thus,  in  Maine,  "It  is  now  well  settled  law,  that 
where  one  tenant  in  common  has  received  from  others  rents 
and  profits  of  the  common  property,  he  is  accountable  in  an 
action  of  assumpsit  to  his  cotenant  for  his  share.  "^ 

3  282.  In  Michigan,  an  extreme  position  has  been  taken : 
one  which  sanctions  the  employment  of  the  action  of  assump- 
sit to  recover  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  severable 
chattels,  which  the  defendant  took  in  his  exclusive  possession 
and  refused  to  permit  plaintiff'  to  sever  his  share.  The  facts 
of  this  case  were  that  grain  was  grown  on  the  shares  on  de- 
fendant's lands  by  one  Jands.  The  latter  mortgaged  the  crops 
to  plaintiff,  who  caused  them  to  be  harvested.  The  grain  was 
then  put  in  the  granary  of  the  defendant,  who  thereafter  re- 
fused to  recognize  plaintiff's  rights,  or  to  allow  him  to  take  his 
share.  Upon  those  facts,  the  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
was  sustained,  and  in  so  sustaining  it  the  Court  reasoned  as 

I  Miller  v.  Miller,  7  Pick.  13C. 

■^  Muriroe  v.  Luke,  1  Met.  464;  Shcpliard  v.  Richards,  2  Gray,  424. 

^  Dickinson  v.  Williams,  11  Cush.  2G0.  In  New  Brunwwick,  a  cotenant  is  liable  in 
an  action  of  money  had  and  received  for  selling  more  than  his  share  of  the  property 
of  the  cotenancy.  Shaw  v.  Grant,  Ber.  110;  Doyle  v.  Taylor,  Id.  201.  But  he  is  not 
liable  in  such  an  action  for  receiving  more  than  his  share  of  tlie  rents  unless  the  ac- 
count has  been  settled  and  a  balance  struck.     Trost  r.  Disbrow.  1  Han.  73. 

*  Buck  V.  Spofiord,40Me.  328;  Gowen  i'.  Shaw,  40  Me.  .08:  Dyer  v.  Wilbur,  48  Mc. 
287. 
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follows :  ' '  The  question  then  arises,  whether  an  action  prop- 
erly lies  in  assumpsit.  It  is  said,  in  several  of  the  cases,  that, 
where  property  has  been  tortiously  taken,  and  converted  by 
sale,  the  owner  may  affirm  the  sale,  and  sue  for  the  proceeds 
in  assumpsit;  but  that  where  there  has  been  a  conversion 
without  sale,  the  tort  cannot  be  waived.  It  certainly  is  some- 
what anomalous  to  place  parties  in  contract  relations  against 
their  will,  where  no  privity  exists;  and  the  cases  where  it  is 
permitted,  seem  to  be  justified  only  on  the  ground  that  no 
prejudice  can  result  to  the  defendant  by  allowing  it.  But 
where  a  party  commits  a  breach  of  duty,  which  the  law  im- 
plies from  his  express  contract,  assumpsit  is  as  appropriate  a 
remedy  as  any  other,  if  a  plaintiff  sees  fit  to  resort  to  it.  The 
plaintiffs  here  derived  their  rights,  as  tenants,  from  the  con- 
tract of  defendant  with  their  grantor,  creating  the  tenancy. 
The  grain  being  in  a  marketable  condition,  the  cotenant  in 
possession  was  bound,  on  reasonable  request,  to  have  the 
plaintiffs'  share  measured  out  for  them.  His  own  contract 
precludes  him  from  claiming  more  than  his  proportional 
amount.  "When  he  concludes  to  retain  the  remainder,  he  is 
certainly  bound  to  pay  for  it;  and  the  plaintiffs  may,  by  their 
consent,  convert  the  transaction  into  a  sale ;  as  it  would  have 
been  a  sale  originally,  had  such  consent  been  given  at  the 
time.  We  think  no  principle  of  law  is  violated  by  allowing 
the  action  to  be  maintained  in  its  present  form."^ 

§  283.    The  Courts  of  Pennsylvania  also  approve  of  the 

action  of  assumpsit,  as  a  remedy  to  recover  rents  or  profits 
received,  beyond  his  proportional  share,  by  either  of  the  co- 
tenants,  and  also  for  the  recovery  for  any  other  breach  of 
engagement,  express  or  implied,  in  regard  to  the  common 
property.  Thus,  in  one  case  in  that  State,  an  action  in 
assumpsit  was  instituted  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quantity  of 
lumber,  taken  and  disposed  of  by  the  defendant.  The  evi- 
dence established  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were 
tenants  in  common  of  a  tract  of  land  on  which  a  saw-mill  was 
situated.  A  quantity  of  lumber,  to  which  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant were  entitled  as  rent  for  the  mill,  was  taken  by  the 

»  Fiquet  v.  Allison,  12  Mich.  329. 
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latter  on  an  agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  a  like 
quantity  at  the  mill  in  the  ensuing  spring.  The  defendant, 
instead  of  having  the  lumber  at  the  mill  the  next  spring,  as 
he  agreed  to  do,  took  and  disposed  of  it.  The  Court  had  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that  "the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  main- 
tain this  action,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  broken 
his  promise  and  engagement  made  with  the  plaintiff  in  the 
most  express  terms;"  and  further,  that,  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  contract,  if  the  defendant  had  taken  all  the  lumber 
coming  as  rent  and  sold  it,  "he  would  unquestionably  have 
been  accountable  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  proportion  of  it,  in 
assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received."'  In  a  more  recent 
case  in  the  same  State,  the  defendant  insisted  that  plaintiff 
must  resort  to  an  action  of  account  to  recover  his  share  of 
rents  received.  The  Court  said:  "Account  render  has  not 
been  a  favorite  in  modern  times.  The  practitioner  of  the 
present  day  is  as  much  repelled  as  the  ancient  la^^^er  was 
attracted  by  its  cumbrous  machinery  and  want  of  speed. 
Foi-merly,  it  applied  to  bailiffs,  partners,  and  by  statute  4 
and  5  Anne,  to  tenants  in  common.  Against  a  bailiff,  who 
refuses  an  account,  it  remains  a  successful  remedy;  and 
those  who  are  fond  of  the  action,  may  enjoy  here  all  the 
happiness  it  is  capable  of  imparting."  After  some  further 
remarks,  the  Court  determined  "to  allow  common  sense 
another  triumph,  by  holding  the  present  action  maintain- 
able."2 

a  284.  Assumpsit  in  New  York. — The  decisions  referred 
to  in  the  preceding  section  arc,  in  their  general  tenor,  at  vari- 
ance mth  the  law  as  understood  in  England,  and  as  interpreted 
in  some  parts  of  the  United  States.  But  before  consideriug 
the  English  rule  and  the  American  decisions  in  accord  with 
it,  we  shall  refer  to  the  adjudications  upon  this  subject  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  show  that  they  arc  not  in  entire  har- 
mony either  with  the  English  decisions  nor  with  those  of  the 
American  Courts  which  have  followed  the  conclusions  sus- 
tained by  the  judicial  tribunals  of  Massachusetts.  One  of 
the  early  cases  in  New  York  states  that,  as  between  tenants 

'  GilliH  V.  McKiuncy,  G  Watts  &,  S.  78. 

^  BoirelFH  Administrator  v.  BorroU,  3:}  Peiiii.  St.  491. 
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in  common,  "in  case  of  a  sale  by  one,  and  a  receipt  of  the 
money,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  lie."^  A 
little  later  in  the  same  State  an  action  of  assumpsit  was  sus- 
tained by  one  cotenant  for  his  share  of  money  received  by  the 
other,  and  being  the  whole  amount  of  damages  assessed  for 
the  land  owned  in  common,  and  taken  for  the  construction  of 
a  canal.  No  difficulty  in  sustaining  the  action  seemed  to  be 
felt  by  the  Court.  The  only  part  of  the  opinion  having  refer- 
ence to  this  branch  of  the  case  asserts  that:  "It  is  only  neces- 
sary to  say  that  the  defendant  had  received  from  the  State 
payment  for  a  piece  of  property,  which  was  owned  half  by 
himself  and  half  by  plaintiffs.  Clearly,  therefore,  half  the 
money  which  he  thus  received  was  received  to  the  use  of  the 
plaintiffs."^  So  the  Court  of  this  State  experienced  no  diffi- 
culty in  sustaining  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and 
received,  to  recover  the  plaintiff's  share  of  money  received  by 
defendant  from  the  sale  of  a  piece  of  real  estate  of  which 
plaintiff  and  defendants  were  tenants  in  common.  This  was 
treated  as  a  very  clear  matter.  The  Court,  according  to  the 
report,  disposed  of  it  by  saying :  ' '  There  can  be  no  doubt, 
that  where  two  tenants  in  common  sell  and  convey  their  land, 
and  all  the  money  is  received  by  one,  the  other  can  maintain 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  for  his  moiety  against 
the  other.  "^  This  case  may  be  supported  on  the  ground,  that, 
from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  the  relation  of  cotenancy  had 
terminated ;  or  upon  the  better  ground,  that  there  being  but 
one  sale  and  one  receipt  of  money,  and  therefore  but  one  item, 
no  necessity  for  adjusting  any  account  was  shown.  But  so  far 
as  rents  received  are  concerned,  it  seems  that  no  action  in 
assumpsit  can  be  sustained  by  one  cotenant  against  another 
in  New  York.  In  that  State,  an  agent  of  a  guardian  of  two 
tenants  in  common  collected  the  rents  of  the  entire  estate. 
In  an  action  by  such  agent  against  the  remaining  cotenant, 
the  latter  attempted  to  assert,  as  a  set-off",  his  claim  for  one- 
third  of  these  rents.  The  Court,  speaking  by  its  Chief- 
Justice,  rejected  the  set-off',  on  the  following  grounds:  "The 

'  Seldon  v.  Hickock,  2  Cai.  167. 

-■'  Brinckeihoff  v.  Wemple,  1  Wend.  473. 

»  Coles  V.  Coles,  15  Johns.  IGl.    See  also  Dodge  v.  Clyde,  7  Eob.  412. 
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plaintiff  was  giiardian,  or  rather  agent  of  the  guardian,  of 
two  of  the  tenants  in  commor  owning  the  property  in  ques- 
tion. He  had  power,  in  their  right,  to  receive  the  whole  of 
the  rents,  unless  notice  had  been  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  terre-tenant  not  to  pay  him  the  defendant's  share.  The 
rents  received  by  him  were  properly  received ;  and  the  ques- 
tion then  is,  whether  one  tenant  in  common  can  maintain 
assumpsit  against  his  cotenant  for  his  proportion  of  the  rents. 
That  such  an  action  could  not  be  sustained  was  the  reason 
for  providing  by  statute  for  the  action  of  account.  My  con- 
clusion, therefore,  is,  that  the  defendant's  remedy  is  in 
another  Court,  or  by  the  action  of  account  in  this  Court."  ^ 
While  the  Courts  of  this  State  denied  the  right  of  a  cotenant 
to  maintain  assumpsit  for  his  share  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  real  estate,  they  permitted  him,  by  such  an  action,  to 
recover  the  hire  or  profits  of  personal  property,  especially 
where,  in  the  absence  of  complicated  accounts,  no  reason 
existed  for  compelling  him  to  resort  to  the  action  of  account 
or  to  a  bill  in  chancery.  In  the  action  in  which  this  decision 
was  obtained,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  w^ere  owners  of 
a  schooner,  employed  in  navigating  Lake  Ontario.  The  de- 
fendant chartered  the  vessel  to  a  third  person,  and  received 
most  of  the  money.  The  plaintiff  brought  assumpsit  for 
money  had  and  received,  to  recover  his  moiety;  and  the  de- 
fendant interposed  the  objection,  that  the  plaintiffs  remedy 
was  by  an  action  of  account  or  by  a  bill  in  equity.  The 
Court  thought  that,  as  by  previous  decisions,  a  rule  had  been 
established  which  affirmed  the  right  of  a  cotenant  to  recover 
his  moiety  on  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  the  principles  supporting 
this  rule  should  govern  the  case  of  the  hiring  of  a  chattel. 
' '  The  one  is  a  sale  of  the  whole  interest  in  the  chattel ;  the 
other  a  virtual  sale  of  the  interest  for  a  year.  If  the  remedy 
be  appropriate  in  one  case,  it  seems  equally  so  in  the  other.  "'- 
It  is  evident  that  the  reasoning  on  which  this  last  decision  is 
based  must,  if  correct,  overthrow  the  doctrine  affirmed  in  the 
preceding  case  of  Sherman  v.  Ballon.  That  a  cotenant  of  a 
chattel  may  recover  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  his  com- 

'  Sherman  t'.  Ballon,  8  Cow.  310,  decided  in  1828. 

^  Cochran  v.  Carrington,  25  Wr  nd.  100,  dicidcd  in  1841. 
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panion  in  interest  his  moiety  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
such  chattel,  is  a  rule  of  law  which,  though  well  settled  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  is  not  established  more  conclusively 
in  the  Courts  of  that  State  than  the  other  rale,  that  a  co- 
tenant  of  real  estate  may  sustain  a  like  action  for  the  purpose 
of  recovering  his  moiety  of  the  fruits  of  the  sale  of  such  real 
estate.  Such  being  the  case,  why  may  we  not  apply  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Court  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  rents,  or,  in 
other  words,  for  the  proceeds  of  a  lease;  and,  comparing  it 
with  a  like  action  for  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  realty,  say : 
**  The  one  is  a  sale  of  the  whole  interest;  the  other  a  virtual 
sale  of  the  interest  for  a  year.  Jf  the  remedy  be  appropriate 
in  one  case,  it  seems  equally  so  in  the  other." 

§  285.     In  England,  the   statute   of  Anne,  giving  the 

action  of  account  against  a  cotenant,  is  not  understood  as 
authorizing  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  The  reason 
assigned  for  this  ruling  is,  that  in  an  action  of  account,  the 
cotenant  being  proceeded  against  as  a  bailiff,  is  entitled  to  the 
rights  and  indemnities  of  a  receiver,  and  consequently  should, 
as  a  defense  to  such  action,  be  allowed  to  show  a  losing  of  the 
money  without  his  fault;  "whereas,  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  to  the  use  of  another,  the  defendant  is  liable 
for  the  money  absolutely.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the 
statute  of  Anne  only  gives  an  action  of  account,  in  which  the 
receiver  would  be  entitled  to  all  just  allowances;  and  if  so, 
that  this  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie." 
The  Court  also  considered  ' '  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  common 
who  receives  the  whole  of  the  rent  due  to  himself  and  his 
companion  as  analogous  to  the  case  of  tenant  in  common 
taking  the  whole  of  a  chattel  into  his  possession;  in  which 
case,  neither  trespass  nor  trover  lies  against  him."^  The 
position  taken  in  England  has  been  assumed  and  sustained 
in  several  States  of  the  Union.  In  Tennessee,  it  has  been 
held  that  a  tenant  in  common  cannot  sue  his  cotenant  for  rents 
received  by  the  latter.-  A  similar  conclusion  is  announced 
by  a  recent  decision  in  Illinois.^    In  Maryland,  a  tenant  in 

i  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  5  Exch.  32.    See  also  Crossfield  i'.  Such,  8  Exch.  828. 
■■^  Terrell  v.  Murray,  2  Yerg.  381. 
a  Crow  V.  Mark,  52  111.  332. 
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common  sued  his  cotenants  in  assumpsit  to  recover  for  ser- 
vices rendered  bj  him,  as  auctioneer  and  real  estate  broker, 
in  making  sale  of  the  common  property,  and  for  money  ex- 
pended in  advertising  the  property  for  sale.  The  opinion  of 
the  Court,  disposing  of  this  case,  quotes  and  approves  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Browne  on  Actions,  that  "joint-tenants, 
tenants  in  common,  and  coparceners,  cannot,  in  general,  main- 
tain any  action  against  each  other,  because  they  are  in  the  nature 
of  partners.''^  After  referring  to  a  number  of  decisions,  all 
of  which  were  rendered  in  suits  between  copartners  and 
affirmed  the  general  rule  that  one  partner  cannot  sue  another 
at  law,  the  Court  said:  "  It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  the 
present  case,  in  principle,  from  those  just  cited.  The  services 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff,  for  which  he  seeks  to  recover  in  this 
action,  were  done  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  in 
common,  on  account  of  the  whole  common  property,  and 
enured  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  joint-owners,  and  if  performed 
by  a  stranger,  the  suit  would  have  been  against  the  four  jointly, 
and  the  plaintiff  must  have  contributed  his  proportionate  share 
towards  paying  for  them.  The  same  reason,  therefore,  holds 
against  his  right  to  maintain  this  action."^ 

§  286.  Assumpsit  for  Use  and  Occupation. — "WTiether  an 
action  of  assumpsit  for  rents  and  profits  of  the  common  prop- 
erty or  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof  can  be  sustained 
or  not,  it  is  certain  that  no  such  action  can  be  maintained  upon 
an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  any 
part  of  the  land  exclusively  used  and  occupied  by  either  co- 
tenant.^  This  is  probably  hot  so  much  the  result  of  an  ob- 
jection to  the  form  of  action,  as  to  the  manifest  inconsistency 
of  the  caiLse  of  action  in  assumpsit  with  the  rights  and  relations 
of  the  cotenants.  Each  cotenant  is  entitled  to  be  in  posses- 
sion, and  to  use  every  part  of  the  common  property,  so  long 
as  he  does  not  exclude  his  cotenant.  Therefore,  it  is  not 
reasonable  to  presume  that  a  cotenant,  who  has,  without  deuy- 

'  Browne  on  Actions  at  Law,  l.'}2;  1  Chitty'w  PI.  39. 

^  Hamilton  i'.  Conine,  28  Md.  G40. 

■'  Klino  V.  Jacobs,  G8  Pa.  St.  57;  Wilbur  u.  Wilbur,  13  Mut.  404;  Pock  v.  Carpenter, 
7  Gray,  283;  Webster  r.  Culef,  47  N,  H.  294;  Mus.sey  i'.  Holt,  24  N.  U.  24a;  Gower  v. 
Shaw,  40  Me.  08. 
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ing  the  rights  of  his  companion,  been  in  the  full  and  exclusive 
possession,  and  in  so  being  has  been  in  the  enjoyment  of 
nothing  beyond  his  legal  rights,  has  entered  into  any  engage- 
ment, express  or  implied,  to  account  for  the  profits  of  such 
possession. 

FOR  POSSESSIOLNf   OF   CHATTELS. 

§  287.  No  Remedy  at  La-w. — "If  two  be  possessed  of 
chattells  personalis  in  common  by  divers  titles,  as  of  a  horse, 
an  oxe,  or  a  cowe,  &c.,  if  one  take  the  whole  to  himself e  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  other,  the  other  hath  no  remedie  but 
to  take  this  from  him  who  hath  done  to  him  the  wrong  to  oc- 
cupie  in  common,  &c.,  when  he  can  see  his  time.  In  the  same 
manner  it  is  of  chattels  realls,  which  can  not  be  severed,  as 
in  the  case  aforesaid,  where  two  be  possessed  of  the  wardship 
of  the  bodie  of  an  infant  within  age,  if  the  one  taketh  the 
infant  out  of  the  possession  of  the  other,  the  other  hath  no 
remedie  by  an  action  of  the  law,  but  to  take  the  infant  out 
of  the  posvsession  of  the  other  when  he  sees  his  time."^  This 
general  rule,  as  laid  down  by  Littleton,  remains  in  force  at 
the  present  day,  in  the  absence  of  the  destruction  or  conver- 
sion of  the  common  propei-ty,  except  so  far  as  modified  by 
statutory  enactment  in  some  of  the  United  States.^ 

§  288.  Detinue. — A  tenant  in  common,  joint-tenant,  or 
coparcener,  cannot  sustain  an  action  of  detinue  against  any 
of  his  cotenants  for  the  possession  of  the  subject  matter  of 
the  cotenancy.  This  rule  does  not  depend  on  any  objection 
to  this  form  of  action.  It  is  based  upon  that  equality  of 
rights  incident  to  all  cotenancies,  by  which  every  cotenant  is 
equally  entitled  to  the  whole  possession  of  the  joint  property, 
and  no  cotenant  has  such  superior  rights  that  the  law  will 
interfere  in  his  behalf  to  wrest  the  possession  from  another 
who  is  equally  entitled  thereto.^  So  if  several  co-owners  con- 
cur in  delivering  a  chattel  to  a  third  person,  he  is  entitled  to 

'  Litt.,  sec.  323. 

-  Cowles  V.  Garrett,  30  Ala.  341;  Hinds  v.  Terry,  Walker,  80;  Tinney  v.  Stebbins, 
28  Barb.  290. 

3  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  2  Murph.  65;  Bonuer  v.  Latham,  1  Ired.  271;  Carlyle  y 
Patterson,  3  Bibb.  95;  Lewis  v.  Niabt,  3  Litt.  223. 
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retain  it  until  all  ask  him  to  surrender  it.  "  If  one  conld  on 
his  own  account  ask  him  to  have  it  returned  to  him,  and  main- 
tain an  action  if  it  was  refused,  another  might  do  the  same ; 
and  so  the  bailee  of  the  chattel  might  be  harassed  by  as  many 
actions  as  there  might  be  joint-owners  of  the  chattel."' 
Neither  can  any  person,  by  this  action,  recover  a  deed,  or 
other  muniment  of  title,  from  another,  equally  entitled  to  its 
custody,  whether  they  happen  to  be  cotenants,  or  merely 
persons  holding  in  severalty,  but  deriving  their  titles  through 
the  same  conveyance.^ 

§  289.  Replevin. — The  same  reasons  which  compel  Coiii-ts 
to  deny  a  cotenant  any  redi'ess  against  his  companion  in  in- 
terest, by  an  action  of  detinue,  operate  with  equal  force 
against  an  action  of  replevin.  To  sustain  replevin,  the  plain- 
tiff must,  at  least  as  against  the  defendant,  be  entitled  to  the 
sole  possession  of  the  property  sought  to  be  recovered.  This 
is  never  the  case  between  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common, 
nor  coparceners.  Hence,  neither  can  have  an  action  against 
the  other  for  the  possession  of  the  common  chattels.^  There- 
fore, an  officer  levying  upon  the  chattels  of  one  cotenant,  and 
thereby  succeeding  to  the  latter's  right  of  possession,  is  not 
liable  to  have  his  possession  disturbed  by  an  action  of  replevin 
brought  by  another  cotenant."  "  Until  there  is  a  severance, 
no  one  of  the  owners  can  by  law  sustain  a  claim  to  the  exclu- 
sive possession  of  the  chattel.  If  such  were  not  the  rule  of 
law,  and  there  were  six  owners  in  joint-tenancy  or  in  common, 
five  of  these  owners  might  institute  their  separate  actions  of 
reple%dn  against  the  sixth  cptenant,  each  clauning  the  posses- 
sion by  his  suit,  and  each  might  obtain  a  judgment  for  the 
restoration  of  the  property,  or  damages  to  its  value."'*  The 
rule  that  one  cotenant  cannot  have  an  action  of  replevin  against 

'  Atwood  V.  Ernest,  22  L.  J.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  C.  P.  225;  17  Jur.  003;  24  E.  L.  &  Eq.  262. 

■^  Clowes  V.  Hawley,  12  Johns.  484;  Foster  v.  Crabb,  12  Com.  B.  149;  IC  Jur.  835; 
21  L.  J.  C.  P.  189;  Yea  v.  Field,  2  T.  11.  708. 

^  Hunt  V.  Chambers,  1  Zabr.  C23;  Holton  v.  Binns,  40  Miss.  491;  Barnes  v.  Bartlett, 
"15  Pick.  75;  McEldery  i'.  Flannegan,  1  H.  &  G.  308;  Litt.,  sec.  323;  Prentice  i-.  Ladd, 
12  Conn.  333;  Chinn  v.  Ilespass,  1  Monr.  25;  Hardy  v.  Sprowle,  32  Me.  323;  Bussell 
V  Allen,  13  N.  Y.  173;  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  30;  Beeves  v.  Morns,  2  Jebb  & 
Symes,  344;  Davis  v.  Lottich,  40  N.  Y.  390;  White  v.  Merton,  22  Vt.  15. 

■•  Ladd  V.  Billings,  15  Mass.  17. 

5  Prichards'  Admr.  v.  Culver,  2  Harr,  129. 
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another,  is  as  applicable  to  ships  and  vessels  as  to  any  other 
species  of  personal  property.^  If,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  issued 
in  an  action  of  replevin,  the  plaintiff  obtain  possession  of  the 
property,  and  the  trial  discloses  that  he  and  the  defendant  are 
cotenants,  he  must  surrender  to  the  defendant  the  exclusive 
possession  of  all  the  property  taken  under  the  writ.^ 

FOR   POSSESSION   OF   REAL  ESTATE. 

g  290.      The   action   of   ejectment    is    an   appropriate 

remedy  whenever  either  of  the  cotenants  has  been  ousted 
by  the  other  from  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  or  any  jjart 
thereof.^  The  chief  difficulty  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
brought  by  one  cotenant  against  another  is  in  determining 
whether  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  such  a  violation  of 
the  plaintiff's  rights  as  constitutes  an  ouster. 

§  291.  Necessity  of  Ouster. — There  are  a  few  author- 
ities which  declare,  in  general  terms,  that  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon may  maintain  ejectment  against  his  cotenant,  though  no 
actual  ouster  be  proved.^  These  general  declarations,  as  we 
apprehend,  do  not  indicate  any  conflict  of  judicial  opinion 
on  this  subject.  Their  apparent  dissent  from  the  well  estab- 
lished rule  of  law,  that  an  ouster  is  requisite  to  an  action  of 
ejectment,  is  in  all  probability  the  result  of  the  employment 
of  the  word  ' '  ouster"  as  necessarily  signifying  an  actual  ex- 
pulsion by  force.  If  that  were  its  only  signification,  then 
instances  might  frequently  arise  where  a  tenant  in  common 
could  sustain  an  action  of  ejectment  against  his  cotenant 
without  showing  an  ouster.  But,  at  least  between  cotenants, 
the  term  "  ouster"  may  denote  either  an  actual  turning  out, 
or  an  exclusive  possession  connected  with  some  act  amount- 
ing to  a  total  denial  of  the  rights  of  the  cotenant  who  is  out 
of  possession.  The  fact  of  ouster,  in  one  or  the  other  of 
these  senses,  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  right  of  each  cotenant  to 

i  Wetherell  v.  Spencer,  3  Mich.  123;  Rogers  v.  Arnold,  12  Wend.  30;  Prentice  v. 
Ladd,  12  Conn.  331. 

^  Russell  V.  Allen,  13  N.  Y.  176. 

^  Adams  on  Ejectment,  135. 

*  See  remark  of  Spencer,  J„  in  Shepherd  v.  Ryers,  15  Johns.  501;  Eads  v.  Rucker, 
2  Dana,  111. 
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maintain  an  action  of  ejectment  against  his  fellow-tenant,' 
The  question  whether  a  given  state  of  facts,  as  between  co- 
tenants,  constitutes  an  ouster,  arises:  1st,  where  the  defend- 
ant claims  that  he  is  not  subject  to  any  action  in  ejectment 
for  the  reason  that  his  possession  is  consistenf,  -^ith  plaintiff's 
rights;  and  2d,  where  the  defendant  claims  that  his  posses- 
sion has  been  so  inconsistent  with  plaintiff's  rights  as  to  grow 
into  a  perfect  title  in  severalt}'^  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  In  whichever  of  these  two  forms  an  issue  in  re- 
gard to  ouster  arises,  its  determination  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.-  Nevertheless,  a  great  number  of  decisions  are 
embodied  in  the  reports,  by  the  aid  of  which  we  are  generally 
enabled  to  satisfy  ourselves  whether  a  given  state  of  facts  con- 
stitutes an  ouster.  We  have  already  considered  these  de- 
cisions in  the  chapter  upon  the  ouster  of  one  cotenant  by 
another.^ 

§  292.  Proof  of  Ouster,  when  not  required. — While  an 
ouster  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  of  eject- 
ment by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another,  yet  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  or  the  condition  of  the  pleadings  may 
be  such  as  to  concede  the  fact  of  ouster,  and  thus  to  dispense 
with  proof  of  its  existence.  If  the  defendant  by  his  ansAver 
claim  the  whole  premises  in  his  own  right  as  owner  thereof 
in  severalty,  he  releases  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of 
proving  an  ouster  at  the  trial. ^  "We  incline  strongly  to  the 
opinion  that  the  denial  in  the  defendant's  answer  of  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  the  plaintiff  is  an  admission  that  his  own 
possession  is  adverse,  and  may  therefore  avoII  be  treated  as 
equivalent  to  a  confession  of  ouster,  sui^erseding  the  neces- 
sity of  proof  on  the  trial."*    The  law  of  ouster,  as  between 

'  Sigler  V.  Van  Eiper,  10  Wend.  419;  Ewald  v.  Corbett,  32  Cal.  499;  Story  n.  Saun- 
ders, 8  Humph.  668;  Higbee  v.  Rice,  5  Mass.  351;  Cutts  i-.  King,  5  Greenl.  482;  Cross 
V.  Robinson,  21  Conn.  385;  Gilchrist  v.  Ramsay,  27  U.  C.  Q.  B.  500;  Taylor  t-.  Hill, 
10  Leigh,  457;  Carpentier  v.  Mendenhall,  28  Cal.  485;  Halford  r.  Tetherow,  2  Jones, 
393. 

-  Clark  V.  Crego,  47  Barb.  617;  Carpentier  v.  Mendenhall,  28  Cal.  487. 

i  See  sec.  221  to  244. 

*  Henderson  v.  Cotter,  15  Upper  Canada  Q.  B.  345;  Harrison  v.  Taylor,  33  Mo.  211; 
Noble  I'.  McFiirland,  51  111.  229;  Scott  v.  McLeod,  14  Upper  Canada  Q.  B.  575;  Mc- 
Callum  V.  Bos  well,  15  Id.  343. 

^  Clason  V.  Rankin,  1  Duer,  341. 
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cotenants,  was  thus  clearly  and  forcibly  stated  by  Judge  Scott, 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missoun:  "  The  law  of  ouster  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  between  cotenants,  wherein  the  one  denies 
that  the  other  ever  had  any  title  to  the  disputed  premises, 
must  be  the  same  as  in  an  action  between  those  who  are  con- 
nected by  no  such  relation.  If  the  defendant  wanted  the 
benefit  of  the  facts  assumed  in  her  instruction,  why  in  her 
answer  did  she  not  disclaim  to  hold  adversely  to  the  plaintiffs? 
She  woTild  in  one  breath  deny  that  the  plaintiffs  are  her  co- 
tenants,  and  in  the  other  claim  the  benefit  of  the  relation. 
"Where  one  cotenant  seeks  to  bar  another  on  the  ground  of 
adverse  jjossession,  the  law  requires  proof  of  unequivocal 
facts  showing  an  actual  ouster.  So,  where  the  title  of  plain- 
tiff is  not  disputed  by  the  defendant,  and  the  case  turns  on 
the  fact  whether  there  has  been  a  disseizin  of  one  cotenant 
by  another,  the  plaintiff  must  show  an  actual  ouster,  or  that 
some  act  was  done  by  the  defendant  amounting  to  a  total 
denial  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  cotenant.  But  in  an 
action  where  the  cotenancy  is  denied  ever  to  have  existed, 
there  is  no  reason  why  stronger  evidence  of  an  ouster  should 
be  required  of  one  claiming  as  cotenant  than  any  other  party. 
By  filing  such  an  answer  as  was  put  in  in  this  case,  an  act  was 
done  which  showed  that  the  defendant  made  a  total  denial  of 
the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  as  cotenants."^ 

g  293.  What  Judgment  Plaintiff  may  have.— The  re- 
covery of  the  plaintiff  must  be  consistent  with  the  title  upon 
which  it  is  based.  If  he  has  an  undivided  interest,  his  re- 
covery against  another  person  having  a  like  interest  must  not 
be  for  the  possession  of  the  lands  in  entirety,  but  that  he  be 
let  into  possession  with  the  defendant. ^  He  is  equally  en- 
titled to  such  joint  possession,  and  equally  denied  the  right 
to  exclusive  possession,  whether  his  moiety  is  so  large  as  to 
almost  include  the  whole,  or  so  small  as  to  grow  infinitesimal 
when  compared  with  the  entire  tract.  Therefore,  so  far  as 
the  judgment  to  be  entered  in  an  action  of  ejectment  is  con- 
cerned, the  relative  interests  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
are  perfectly  immaterial;    but  as  this  judgment  may,  and  in 

'  Peterson  v.  Laik,  24  Mo.  543. 

2  Ewaia  V.  Corbett,  32  Gal.  499;  Tevis  v.  Hicks,  33  Cal.  234. 
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all  probability  -will,  be  succeeded  by  au  action  for  mesne 
profits,  it  is  proper  for  the  Court  before  which  the  ejectment 
suit  is  tried  to  ascertain  and  settle  the  respective  interests  of 
the  parties.^ 

g  294.  Where  Interest  of  Plaintiff  is  less  than  that 
sued  for. — The  plaintiff  may  recover,  though  the  interest 
•R-hich  he  establishes  at  the  trial  is  different  in  quantity  from 
that  which  he  claimed  in  the  declaration.  If  he  declares  for 
a  specified,  imdivided  interest,  he  may  recover  though  his 
evidence  is  for  a  much  smaller  interest.-  The  same  rule 
probably  prevails  where  plaintiff"  declares  for  the  whole;  in 
which  case,  he  may  recover  either  the  whole  or  any  undivided 
moiety  thereof,  as  he  shall  show  himself  entitled.^  From  this 
last  prof)Osition  the  Courts  of  Maryland,  as  well  as  some  of 
the  early  decisions  in  New  York,  dissent.  They  hold  that 
plaintiff  ' '  cannot  recover  an  undivided  part  when  he  claims  an 
entirety,  nor  an  entirety  when  he  demands  an  undivided  por- 
tion."-" 

^  295.     Forcible  Entry  and  Unlawful  Detainer. — It  is 

said  that  a  cotenant  is  liable  in  England  to  a  criminal  prose- 
cution for  forcibly  ejecting  or  forcibly  holding  his  companion 
out  of  possession.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  at  an  early 
day,  maintained  that  the  object  of  the  Forcible  Entry  and 
Detainer  Act  of  that  State  was  to  create  a  civil  remedy  in  all 
cases  which,  in  England,  would  have  sustained  a  criminal 
prosecution;  and,  therefore,  that  redress  might  be  had  in 
Illinois,  under  the  act  of  that  State,  by  one  tenant  in  common, 
or  joint-tenant,  against  his  cotenant,  where  the  latter  forcibly 
ousted  the  former.'^  A  like  conclusion  had  been  reached  a  iew 
years  previously  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  Ken- 

'  Mahoney  v.  Middleton,  41  Cal.  54. 

'^  Davis  V.  Wliitesidu,  1  Biblj,  510;  Burges  v.  Purvis,  1  Burr,  320;  Ablctt  v.  Skinner, 
1  Biderf.  229. 

-  Lewis  V.  McFarland,  9  Cranch,  151;  Gist  v.  Bobinet,  3  Bibb,  2;  Gray  v.  Givens, 
2G  Mo.  303. 

■•  Carroll  v.  Norwood,  5  II.  &  J.  174;  Benson  v.  Mussoter,  7  II.  &  J.  212.  See  also, 
to  the  same  ofifect.  Holmes  v.  Suely,  17  Wend.  75;  Gillett  v.  Stanley,  1  Hill,  129.  But 
these  New  York  cases  are  denied  in  Vrooman  v.  Weed,  2  Barb.  330;  Van  Ikusselaer 
II.  Jones,  2  Barb.  C13;  Neilsuu  xk  Neilson,  5  Barb.  573. 

*  Mason  v.  Finch,  1  Scam.  495. 
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tucky.^  The  judgment  in  such  cases,  like  that  in  ejectment, 
"  should  be  according  to  the  right  established/or  an  undivided 
interest;"  i.  e.,  it  should  authorize  the  putting  of  plaintiff  into 
possession,  but  not  the  putting  of  defendant  out  of  posses- 
sion.^ If  a  lessee  is  also  a  cotenant  at  the  termination  of  his 
lease,  and,  on  that  account,  is  entitled  to  remain  in  possession, 
he  cannot  be  proceeded  against  under  the  act  in  reference  to 
unlawful  detainers,  and  thereby  compelled  to  surrender  the 
entire  possession.^  Acts  giving  double  rent  against  a  tenant 
holding  over,  after  notice  to  quit,  have  been  held  to  apply  to 
a  cotenant  who,  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  a  lease  from 
his  companion,  refused  to  let  the  latter  into  possession.*  But 
the  cotenant  continuing  in  sole  possession  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  lease  from  his  companion,'  is  not  liable  for  rents, 
unless  he  does  some  act  to  prevent  the  latter  from  joining  in 
the  occupation.^  But  where  one  obtains  possession  under  a 
lease  from  the  other,  he  must,  at  the  termination  of  the  lease, 
surrender  the  possession  which  he  acquired  by  it.  If  an  ac- 
tion for  an  unlawful  detainer  is  brought  against  him,  he  can- 
not successfully  resist  it  by  showing  that  the  title  was  at  the 
leasing,  and  still  is  vested  in  himself  and  his  lessor  as  tenants 
in  common.^ 

§  296.     Trespass  to  try  titles,  like  an  action  of  ^ect- 

ment,  cannot  be  sustained  by  one  tenant  in  common,  or  other 
cotenant,  against  one  of  his  fellow-tenants,  in  the  absence  of 
an  actual  ouster.^ 

FOR  ACTS  or  TRESPASS. 

§  297.     An  action  on  the  case  has  long  been  recognized 

as  an  available  remedy  for  many  of  the  wrongs  suffered  by 
one  cotenant  from  the  hands  of  another.  Thus,  Lord  Coke 
states  that,  "  if  two  several  owners  of  houses  have  a  river  in 

i  Eads  V.  Rucker,  2  Dana,  111.  The  same  rule  prevails  in  Massachusetts.  Pres- 
brey  v.  Presbrey,  13  Allen,  281.  Also  in  California.  Bowers  v.  Cherokee  Bob,  45 
Gal.  495. 

'■^  Same  as  1;  and  Jamison  v.  Graham,  57  111.  97. 

3  Henderson  v.  Allen,  23  Cal.  519;  Lick  v.  O'Donnell,  3  Cal.  59. 

*  Cutting  V.  Derby,  2  H.  Bla.  1075, 1077;  Mumford  v.  Brown,  1  Wend.  52.. 

&  Mumford  v.  Brown,  1  Wend.  52. 

6  Hershey  v.  Clark,  27  Ai-k.  528. 

'  Taylor  v.  Stockdale,  3  McCord,  302;  Harvin  v.  Hodge,  Dudley,  23. 
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common  between  them,  if  one  corrupt  the  river,  the  other 
shall  have  an  action  upon  his  case;"^  and  Lord  Kenyon  de- 
clares that  ' '  if  one  tenant  in  common  misuse  that  which  he 
has  in  common  with  another,  he  is  answerable  to  the  other 
in  an  action  for  misfeasance."-  An  action  on  the  case  is  the 
proper  means  of  redress  for  a  tenant  in  common  who  has  been 
injured  by  the  "  disturbance  or  deprivation  of  the  enjoyment 
of  an  incorporeal  hereditament."^  "It  may  be  safely  laid 
down  as  a  principle  governing  actions  between  tenants  in 
common,  that  when  there  is  a  total  destruction  of  the  article 
held  in  common,  an  action  of  trover  or  trespass  may  be  sus- 
tained; but  where  there  has  been  simply  an  abuse  of  it, 
whereby  its  value  is  impaired,  an  action  on  the  case  may  be 
brought."^  It  is  therefore  maintainable  for  a  disturbance  of 
a  coramon  of  pasture,^  or  for  the  disturbance  of  a  ferry  by 
setting  up  another  ferry  near  it.^  If  two  persons  have  the 
right  to  fish  upon  the  lands  of  another,  this  is  an  incorporeal 
hereditament.  If  one  of  these  persons  keeps  the  other  out 
of  the  enjoyment  of  this  right  he  is  liable,  in  an  action  on  the 
case,  for  the  damages  occasioned  to  his  cotenant  by  such  de- 
privation.'' ' '  In  England,  one  commoner  maintains  an  action 
on  the  case  against  another  commoner  for  surcharging  the 
common,  whereby  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  enjoy  the  common 
in  so  ample  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  he  ought  and  otherwise 
would."**  "In  cases  w^here  there  has  not  been  a  total  destruc- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  of  the  tenancy  in  common,  but  only 
a  partial  injury  to  it,  waste,  or  an  action  on  the  case  will  lie 
by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another;  as  if  one  tenant 
in  common  of  a  wood  or  piscary  does  waste  against  the  will 
of  another,  he  shall  have  waste;  or  if  one  corrupts  the  water, 
the  other  shall  have  an  action  on  the  case."^    This  action  is 


1  Co.  Litt.  200  b. 

^  Martyn  v.  KnowUys,  8  T.  R.  14G;  Booth  v.  Sherwood,  12  Minn.  429. 
3  Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  24  Mo.  488;  Stocks,  v.  Booth,  1  T.  R.  428;  Beach  v.  Child,  13 
Wend.  343. 
■•  Bond  i\  Hilton,  Busb.  Law,  309. 

5  Atkinson  v.  Teasdalo,  3  Wils.  278. 

6  Blissett  I'.  Hart,  Willes,  508. 

7  Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  24  Me.  482. 

8  McLcUan  v.  Jenness,  43  Vt.  190;  Hobson  r.  Todd.  4  T.  B.  73. 

9  Littledale,  J.,  in  Cubitt  v.  Porter.  8  Barn.  &  C.  '^08. 
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a  proper  remedy  for  an  injury  to  the  common  property,  as  by 
tearing  down  a  dam,  taking  wlieels  out  of  a  mill,  etc.^  An 
action  on  the  case  may  be  sustained  by  a  cotenant  against  his 
fellow-tenant  for  diverting  water  from  a  mill  which  they  owned 
in  common,'^  and  also  for  erecting  a  dam  across  a  stream, 
whereby  the  common  property  was  overflown.^  The  same 
action  has  been  allowed  for  obstructing  a  cotenant  from 
cleaning  out  a  well,^  and  also  for  a  destruction  by  one  part 
owner  of  the  title  deeds  of  the  joint  estate,®  and  also  for  the 
negligence  of  a  tenant  in  common,  through  which  a  mill  be- 
longing to  the  cotenants  was  destroyed  by  fire.**  In  North 
Carolina,  it  has  been  held  that  "  if  a  tenant  in  common  re- 
ceives more  than  his  share  of  the  profits,  hy  an  excessive  use 
of  the  propertg,  as  by  wearing  out  the  land,  or  by  an  improper 
use  of  it,  as  by  cutting  down  the  timber  and  selling  it,  he 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  tortfeasor,  but  the  remedy  of  the  co- 
tenant  is  by  an  action  of  account,  or  a  bill  in  equity  for  an 
account." 

g  298.  Trespass, — There  was  never  any  doubt  that  if  either 
cotenant  destroyed  the  property  of  the  cotenancy,  the  other 
might  have  an  action  of  trespass,  and  this  was  sui3posed  to  be 
because,  after  such  destruction,  there  was  no  cotenancy  to  be 
pleaded  in  bar.^  But  in  some  of  the  authorities,  no  other  ex- 
ception seems  to  be  recognized;  and  in  a  few,  the  unqualified 
statement  is  made  that  "trespass  lies  not  by  one  tenant  in 
common  against  another  tenant  in  common."^  This  state- 
ment, whenever  and  wherever  made,  must  be  understood  as 
being  applicable  only  to  the  particular  facts  before  the  Court; 
for  it  is  not  probable,  nor  even  possible,  that  any  Judge, 
-whose   official  position  was  such  as  to  make  his  opinions 

'  Linton  1).  Wilson,  1  Kerr,  (New  Brunswick,)  231. 

'■^  Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  G-reenl.  253;  Pillsbury  v.  Moore,  44  Me.  154;  McLellan  v. 
Jenness,  43  Vt.  186;  Runnels  v.  Bullen,  2  N.  H.  536 

»  Odiorne  v.  Lyford,  9  N.  H.  502. 

*  Newton  v.  Newton,  17  Pick.  207. 

8  Daniels  v.  Daniels,  7  Mass.  135. 

«  Chelsey  v.  Thompson,  3  N.  H.  1. 

7  Darden  v.  Cowper,  7  Jones  Law,  210;  Smith  v.  Sharp,  Busb,  Law,  91. 

s  Co.  Litt.  200  b. 

»  Matt  V.  Hawkins,  5  Taunt.  22;  McPherson  v.  Seguine,  3  Dev.  154;  Noye  v.  Reed, 
1  Man.  &  Ry.  63. 
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thought  worthy  of  being  prmted  iu  the  reports,  ever  mtended 
to  assert  that,  under  no  circumstances,  can  one  coteuaut  sus- 
tain an  action  of  trespass  against  another.  The  action  of 
trespass,  as  a  remedy  between  cotenants,  is  clearly  sustain- 
able in  two  contingencies,  and  in  but  two.  The  first  is  where 
there  has  been  something  which  the  Court  feels  authorized 
by  the  rules  of  la^-  to  treat  as  an  ouster;  the  second  is  where 
there  has  been  some  act  which  the  Court  is  authorized  to  treat 
as  a  destruction  of  the  common  propert}-.  Courts  have  dif- 
fered, and  beyond  doubt  always  will  difier,  as  to  whether  a 
particular  state  of  facts  amounts  to  either  an  ouster  from,  or 
a  destruction  of,  the  subject  of  the  tenancy.  Except  in  such 
diversit}^  of  opinion  as  has  arisen  from  this  difference,  the 
rules  of  law  governing  the  action  of  trespass  as  a  remedy  for 
the  wrongs  suffered  by  one  cotenant  at  the  hands  of  his 
fellow,  seem  to  be  entirely  harmonious. 

g  299.  Until  the  destruction  of  the  subject  of  the 
tenancy,  or  at  least  until  the  happening  of  something  which, 
in  its  effect  on  the  rights  of  the  injured  party,  is  equivalent 
to  such  destraction,  he  cannot  sustain  any  action  in  trespass 
against  his  cotenant,  unless  the  latter  has  ousted  him.'  Each 
cotenant  has  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  lands  of  the  coten- 
ancy. His  entry  cannot,  therefore,  of  itself,  sujDport  an 
action  of  trespass.'-  The  entry  being  lawful,  trespass  wiU 
not  lie  for  a  subsequent  act  not  amounting  to  an  exclusion  of 
the  other  part  owner,  nor  to  a  destruction  of  the  property.'' 
Cutting  and  removing  timber  and  grass,  at  least  if  done  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  taking  the  profits  of  the  land,  do  not 
entitle  the  cotenant  not  participating  in  such  cutting  and  re- 
moving to  an  action  in  trespass;  "for  if  such  an  action 
could  be  maintained,  the  result  would  be  that  if  two  persons 
were  tenants  in  common  of  two  fields,  and  each  took  the 

-  Harman  r.Gartiiian,  Harper,  430;  Jones  v.  Chiles,  8  Daua,  1C3;  Cisliop  c.  Blair, 
36  Ala.  85;  Filbert  i'.  UotT,  12  Pa.  St.  97;  Traugor  v.  Sassamau,  14  Pa.  St.  517;  MeGill 
V.  Ash,  7  Pa.  St.  397;  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  Barn.  &  C.  257;  li5  East,  21G;  Jacobs  v. 
Sewaril,  L.  It.  5  II.  L.  472;  Mumford  v.  Brown,  1  Wend.  52;  Kinyi'.  Phillips,  1  Lans, 
435. 

-  Wright  V.  Chandler,  4  Bibb,  422;  Booth  v.  Adams.  11  Vt.  ICO;  Keuuiston  v.  Leigh- 
ton,  43  N.  H.  312. 

:'  Cubitt  V.  Porter,  8  Barn.  A  C.  257. 
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whole  profits  of  one,  they  would  each  have  a  right  of  action 
against  the  other  for  trespass  in .  taking  the  whole  profits  of 
one  field.  It  is  laid  down,  sometimes  on  the  ground  of  pub- 
lic policy,  and  sometimes  as  ex  necessitate  rei,  that  the  only 
remedy  of  a  tenant  in  common  who  has  not  had  his  share  of 
the  profits  of  the  common  property,  is  by  an  action  of  ac- 
count."^ The  Courts  of  Vermont  have  gone  so  far  as  to 
declare  that  where  two  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  lot,  and 
one  of  them  entered  "  and  cut  and  carried  away  the  timber 
from  all  of  said  lot,"  he  was  not  liable  in  trespass  therefor.' 
This  case  differs  from  all  others  coming  under  our  observa- 
tion, in  this,  that  all  the  timber  seems  to  have  been  removed. 
But  as  the  general  principle  has  been  thoroughly  established, 
that,  in  the  absence  of  the  destruction  of  the  subject  of  the 
tenancy,  no  action  of  trespass  can  be  sustained  against  a  co- 
tenant  unless  based  upon  an  ouster,  we  see  no  reason  for  ques- 
tioning the  soundness  of  the  Vermont  decision,  unless  the 
facts  before  the  Court  showed  such  a  destruction;  for  the  re- 
moving of  all  the  timber  is  no  more  an  ouster  than  is  the 
removal  of  a  part.  But  there  may  be  instances  in  which  the 
removal  of  all  the  timber  on  a  tract  of  land  is  equivalent  to  a 
destruction  of  the  subject  of  the  cotenancy.  Such  would  be 
the  case  if  the  sole  or  the  chief  value  of  the  property  con- 
sisted in  the  timber;  and  perhaps  taking  an  amount  of  timber 
in  excess  of  the  ordinary  jprojits  of  the  estate  would  be  a  de- 
struction j)ro  tanto.  But  we  will  postpone  the  consideration 
of  what  injuries  may  be  redressed  by  an  action  of  trespass 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  equivalent  to  a  destruction,  until 
we  reach  a  subsequent  section  of  this  chapter. 

g  300.  Trespass  for  Ouster. — On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
ouster  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  be  conceded,  the  fact 
of  their  cotenancy  is  no  defense  to  an  action  of  trespass." 
' '  If  one  tenant  in  common  enter  upon  his  cotenant  and  oust 
him  of  his  premises,  trespass  quare  clausum  /regit  lies  for  the 

'  Willes,  J.,  in  Jacobs  v.  Seward,  L.  E.  4  C.  P.  329;  afSrined,  L.  E.  5  H.  L.  472; 
Van  Orman  v.  Phelps,  9  Barb.  500;  King  v.  Phillips,  1  Lans.  434. 

^  Wait  V.  Eichardson,  33  Vt.  190. 

^  Erwin  v.  Olmstead,  7  Cow.  230;  Murray  v.  Hall,  62  E.  C.  L.  439;  7  C.  B,  441;  Sil- 
loway  V.  Brown,  12  Allen,  37. 
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injury."^  In  the  case  of  Wait  r.  Eicliarclson,  cited  iu  the 
preceding  section,  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  had 
ousted  plaintifl"  from  any  part  of  the  premises.  On  the  con- 
trary, as  stated  iu  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  "the  plaintiff 
herself  was  all  the  while  in  possession  of  the  property,  claim- 
ing to  hold  it  adversely  to  the  defendant,  iu  exclusive  owner- 
ship." Therefore,  it  Avas  not  possible  that  the  effect  of  an 
ouster  could,  in  that  case,  become  a  material  subject  of  in- 
quiry, demanding  the  consideration  of  the  Court.  Neverthe- 
less, after  considering  and  disposing  of  all  the  matters  which 
were  necessary  to  be  considered,  the  Court  jjroceeded  further, 
and  said:  "The  manner  in  which  the  subject  of  trespass  to 
real  property  is  presented  in  Hammond's  N.  P.  151,  (a  book 
remarkable  for  philosophical  and  logical  method  in  propound- 
ing and  developing  legal  principles,)  makes  palpable  the  par- 
adox involved  in  the  idea  of  the  right  of  a  tenant  in  common 
to  maintain  trespass  qu.  cl.  against  his  cotenant.  '  In  every 
case  where  one  man  has  a  right  to  exclude  another  from  his 
real  immovable  property,  the  law  encircles  his  estate,  if  it  be 
not  already  enclosed,  with  an  imaginary  fence,  etc.,  and  en- 
titles him  to  a  compensation  in  damages  for  the  injury  he 
sustains  by  the  act  of  another  passing  through  the  boundary, 
denominating  the  injurious  act  a  breach  of  the  enclosure.'  It 
is  fundamental  in  the  law  of  the  subject  that  one  tenant  iu 
common  has  no  right  to  exclude  the  other  from  the  common 
property.  Hence,  any  enclosure  of  it,  whether  by  the  imagin- 
aiy  fence  which  the  law  constructs,  or  by  a  real  one  constructed 
by  the  hands  of  men,  defines  no  right  in  exclusion  of,  and 
constitutes  no  barrier  against,  either  of  the  common  tenants; 
and  of  course  the  passing  through  such  boundary  by  either 
of  them  would  be  no  breach  of  the  enclosure,  and  could  give 
no  right  of  action  in  trespass  quare  clausum  /regit.'"-  No 
doubt,  there  are  some  other  cases  in  harmony  with  the  one 
just  alluded  to,  in  so  far  as  it  denies  that  tresjjass  qu.  cl.  can 
ever  bo  sustained  by  one  cotenant  against  another.''    These 

»  Dubois  V.  Beaver,  25  N.  Y.  128;  Bennett  v.  Clemence,  G  Allen,  18;  Filbert  v.  lloff, 
42  Pa.  St.  97;  McGill  v.  AbIi,  7  Barr,  3'J7;  Odiorne  v.  Lyford,  "J  N.  II.  Oil;  Badger  v. 
Holmes,  G  Gray,  118. 

■■^  Wait  V.  Eicbardson,  33  Vt.  191. 

»  SeeCubitt  v.  Porter,  8  Barn.  A  C.  2G9,  whieli  as  to  tbis  point  in  overruled  by  Mur- 
ray V.  HaU,  7  C.  B.  451;  13  Jur.  '2G2;  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  101. 
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cases  rest  upon  tlie  assumption  tliat  an  unlawful  entry  is  an  in- 
dispensable prerequisite  to  an  action  of  trespass  quare  clausum 
/regit.  Tliis  position  seems  to  have  been  overtlirown  and 
abandoned  in  England  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago.^  Tlie  argu- 
ment adduced  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Vermont,  that  the 
law  surrounds  every  one's  lands  with  an  imaginary  barrier,  and 
that  no  action  can  be  sustained  against  any  cotenant  for  en- 
tering such  barrier  because,  as  against  his  entry,  it  does  not 
exist,  by  no  means  ' '  makes  palpable  the  paradox  involved  in 
the  idea  of  the  right  of  one  tenant  in  common  to  maintain 
trespass  qii.  cl.  against  his  cotenant."  This  barrier,  whether 
imaginary  or  real,  has  a  twofold  purpose.  It  is  a  defense 
from  without  and  from  within.  If  it  secures  the  owner  against 
invasion  from  those  who  have  no  legal  right  to  enter,  it  like- 
wise protects  him  from  expulsion  by  those  who,  though  entitled 
to  enter,  are  not  authorized  to  expel.  Trespass,  quare  clausum 
/regit,  if  we  may  rely  upon  the  ordinary  signification  of  those 
words,  is  a  remedy  for  a  wrong  done  in  bi^aking  this  barrier. 
Is  not  the  barrier  as  much  broken,  in  law  and  in  fact,  by  un- 
lawfully thrusting  a  man  out  of  it,  as  by  unlawfully  thrusting 
a  man  into  it? 

g  301.  What  is  an  Ouster? — As  a  very  decided  prepon- 
derance of  the  authorities  shows  that  a  cotenant  may  sustain 
an  action  of  trespass  against  his  fellow-tenant,  to  recover  the 
damages  occasioned  by  an  ouster,  we  are  now  naturally  led 
to  the  inquiry,  what  is  an  ouster,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
authorities  on  this  subject?  In  response  to  this  inquiry,  we 
think  the  answer  of  the  authorities  would  be  that  in  these 
cases  the  word  ouster  has  its  ordinary  signification,  viz.,  "an 
actual  turning  out  or  keeping  excluded  the  party  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  any  real  property  coi-poreal."-  It  does  not 
arise  from  a  mere  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  title. ^  But  any  re- 
sistance preventing  plaintiff  from  obtaining  efiective  posses- 
sion of  the  land  of  the  cotenancy  is  an  actual  ouster.^    Such 

1  Murray  v.  Hall,  7  Com.  B.  454;  13  Jur.  262;  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  161. 
^  Bour.  Law  Die,  title  "  Ouster." 
»  rnbert  V.  Hoff,  42  Pa.  St.  99. 

*  Silloway  v.  Browu,  12  Allen,  38;  Doe  v.  Prosser,  Cowp.  218;  Marcy  v.  Marcy,  6  Met 
371;  Gordon  y.  Pearson,  1  Mass.  323. 
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resistance  must,  liOAvever,  be  clearly  and  affirmatively  shown; 
and  is  not  presumed  from  equivocal  facts  which  may  or  may 
not  have  been  designed  to  operate  as  an  exclusion.     Hence, 
a  finding  that  the  gate  of  the  premises  was  kept  locked  does 
not  establish  an  ouster,  because  it  does  not  show  that  plain- 
tiff was  excluded  by  the  locking,  or  that,  at  some  time,  he 
applied  to  have  it  unlocked  and  was  refused.'     An  exclusive 
appropriation  of  the  land  to  his  own  use,  by  erecting  a  per- 
manent structure  thereon,  would  be  evidence  of  an  ouster  of 
his  cotenant.-     But  each  cotenant  has  the  right  to  place  a 
structure  on  the  land,  if  of  a  temporary  nature  and  for  a  tem- 
poraiy  pui-pose.    In  so  doing,  he  does  not  indicate  any  design 
to  make  any  permanent  appropriation,  and  therefore  is  not 
guilty  of  any  ouster. ■''    In  some  instances,  an  act  has  been  de- 
nominated an  ouster,  although  nobody  was  removed  from  nor 
kept  out  of  the  lands  owned  in  common.     Thus,  in  a  case 
which  arose  and  was  detennined  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
the  evidence  proved  that  the  defendant  had  entered  upon  lands 
of  which  he  was  a  part  owner,  and  when  the  season  was  too 
far  advanced  to  commence  a  new  crop,  had  ploughed  up  the 
corn."     Upon  this  state  of  facts,  Gautt,  Justice,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  said:  "  I  can  conceive  of  no  disseizin 
more  absolute  than  that  which  took  place  on  this  occasion. 
The  plaintiff  was  in  peaceable  possession  of  the  tenement,  by 
an  express  contract  of  lease  with  one  of  the  tenants  in  com- 
mon, and  by  as  clear  and  indubitable  implied"  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  other,  who,  although  immediately  in  the  neigh- 
borhood, did  not  interpose  his  equal  right  in  opposition  to 
the  act  of  the  other,  but  suffered  the  plaintiff  to  repair  fences, 
plough,  and  plant  the  corn,  and  after  it  was  half  made,  Avent 
with  high  hand  and  forcibly  destroyed  the  crop  of  the  tenant. 
If   this  did  not  constitute  ouster  or  disseizin,  then  they  are 
terms  without  meaning.     It  would  be  an  abuse  of  language, 
and  a  waste  of  time,  to  reason  on  the  subject,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  here  was  a  disseizin  committed."'     Language 
of  similar  import  has  also  been  employed  by  Judges  of  great 

'  Jacobs  V.  Seward,  L.  R.  5  11.  L.  472. 

^  Bennett  v.  Clemence,  C  Allen,  18. 

^  Keay  c.  Goodwin,  IG  Mass.  1;  Bennett  v.  Cleracncc,  G  Allen,  IH. 

■'  Harman  t".  GArtman,  Harper,  430. 
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eminence  in  England.  An  action  of  trespass  was  decided  in 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bencli,  in  which  Lord  Denman  and  the 
other  Judges  concurred  in  holding  defendant  liable  to  his  co- 
tenant  for  taking  and  carrying  away  turf;  and  his  Lordship 
considered  ' '  this  an  ouster  affected  by  means  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  projDerty,"  because  "the  turf  does  not  so  grow  as 
to  become  part  of  the  accruing  profits  which  are  the  subject 
of  enjoyment  by  the  tenants  in  common."'  These  cases  were, 
beyond  all  question,  determined  in  accordance  with  the  au- 
thorities then  and  now  existing;  but  they  use  the  term  ouster 
in  a  sense  which  includes  the  idea  of  destruction.  This  use, 
if  permissible,  is  at  least  unusual,  and  is  liable  to  lead  the 
reader  into  the  error  of  supposing  that  an  act  which  could 
not  be  regarded  as  an  ouster  of  a  tenant  in  severalty,  is  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  an  ouster  of  a  tenant  in  common. 

§  302.  What  is  a  Destruction? — The  two  cases  last  re- 
ferred to,  in  the  preceding  section,  show  that  trespass  may 
be  sustained  by  any  cotenant  against  his  fellow-tenant,  for 
destroying  the  common  estate.  In  this  resjDect,  these  cases 
are  unquestionable.  The  destruction  here  spoken  of  may  be 
an  annihilation  of  the  whole  or  of  some  j)art  of  the  subject 
of  the  tenancy,  or  it  may  destroy  the  rights  of  some  of  the 
coteuants  while  the  subject  remains  in  esse.  In  all  cases 
where  a  cotenant  practically  destroys  the  estate,  or  some  part 
thereof,  trespass  may  be  sustained  by  the  injured  cotenant.^ 
It  is  therefore  an  appropriate  remedy  for  the  demolition  or 
removal  of  a  mill,  and  its  appropriation  to  the  use  of  one  of 
the  cotenants;^  and  also  for  the  diversion  of  water  from  a 
mill  owned  in  common  to  a  mill  owned  in  severalty  by  one  of 
the  cotenants.* 

§  303.     That  an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne   profits 

may  be  maintained  by  one  cotenant  against  another  after 
and  as  a  necessary  consequence  of  a  judgment  in  ejectment, 
has  long  been  established  both  in  England^  and  in  Amer- 

'  Wilkinson  v.  Haggarth,  12  Q.  B.  Sio;  11  Jur.  lOi;  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  103. 
'■^  Symonds  v.  Harris,  51  Me.  19. 
^  McDonald  v.  Traftou,  15  Me.  225. 
*  Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Me.  253. 
^  Goodtitle  v.  Tombs,  3  Wils.  121. 
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ica.^  The  jndgment  iu  ejectment  necessarily  establishes  the 
ouster  of  the  plaintiff.  The  allowance,  after  ejectment,  of 
the  action  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  therefore  forms  no 
exception  to  the  rule  that  trespass  between  cotenants  must 
be  supported  by  an  ouster  or  a  destruction.  The  defendant 
may  defalk  the  value  of  improvements  made  on  the  land 
against  the  claim  for  mesne  profits. - 

§  304.     The   lessee   of  a   cotenant   is  not  liable  in  an 

action  of  trespass  against  him  by  another  cotenant,  for  any 
act  done  by  him  by  virtue  of  his  lease  or  by  leave  of  his 
lessor,  unless  the  latter  w^ould  also  have  been  liable  had  he 
done  the  same  act.'' 

§  305.     The  statute  of  Westminster,  2,  c.  22,  "enacts 

that  if  there  be  two  tenants  iu  common  of  a  wood,  turbary, 
piscary,  etc.,  and  do  waste,  the  other  shall  have  a  writ  of 
waste,  and  the  waster  shall  have  election  before  judgment, 
either  to  have  his  jjart  in  certain  assigned  to  him  by  the  oath 
of  twelve  men,  (and  then  the  place  wasted  shall  be  assigned 
for  part  thereof,)  or  to  grant  that  he  Avill  take  no  more  for  the 
future  than  his  companion  shall  approve  of;  and  this  act,  by 
construction,  has  been  held  to  extend  to  joint-tenants,  but 
not  to  parceners,  because  they  have  the  writ  de  partitione 
facienda  at  common  law.^  In  some  parts  of  the  United  States, 
this  statute  is  regarded  as  in  force,  and  as  rendering  each  co- 
tenant  liable  for  waste. ^ 

FOR  CONVERSION. 

§  306.  Trover. — Neither  a  joint-tenant,  tenant  in  common, 
nor  coparcener,  can  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against  a  co- 
tenant,  imless  the  latter  has  made  some  disposition  of  the 
property  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  his  cotenants. 

'  Hare  v.  Fury,  3  Yeates,  13;  Bennett  v.  Bullock,  35  Pa.  St.  367;  Chambers  v.  Cham- 
bers, 3  Hawks,  232;  Carpenticr  v.  Mitchell,  29  Cal.  ;333;  Langendyck  v.  Burhams,  11 
Johns.  401;  Camp  v.  Homesley,  11  Ired.  212;  Izard  v.  Bodine,  3  Stock.  403. 

-  Walker  v.  Humbert,  55  Pa.  St.  403. 

■'  Ord  V.  Chester,  18  Cal.  79. 

■'  5  Bae.  Ab.  30C, 

'■>  Shiels  V.  Stark,  14  Geo.  430;  Nelson's  Heirs  v.  Clay's,  7  J.  J.  M.  140.  A  cotonanl 
taking  away  the  wheels  of  a  mill  is,  iu  New  Brunswick,  liable  to  his  cotcnauts  for 
waste.    Linton  v.  Wilson,  1  Kerr,  223. 
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Until  these  rights  are  ignored,  no  conversion  occurs.  The 
right  of  each  cotenant  to  continue  in  exclusive  possession  of 
the  property  being  universally  acknowledged,  it  follows  that 
no  conversion  can  arise  from  the  fact  of  such  exclusive  pos- 
session, and  no  action  of  trover  can  be  sustained  by  reason 
thereof,^  The  plaintiff,  to  entitle  himself  to  judgment,  must 
prove  that  the  property  has  been  sold,  destroyed,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  by  the  defendant.^  It  makes  no  difference  that 
the  subject  of  the  tenancy  consists  of  crops  in  the  possession 
of  defendant,  and  he,  after  demand,  refuses  to  deliver  any 
part  to  the  plaintiff.^  Under  the  common  law,  there  must  be 
a  destruction  of  the  chattel  or  something  equivalent  to  it — 
something  which,  "  as  it  were,  amounts  to  an  ouster,  so  that 
a  tenant  in  common  who  commits  it  cannot  account."* 

§  307.  Trover  -when  Sustainable. — But  if  the  facts 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Court  show  such  an  act  or 
acts  in  reference  to  the  common  property  as  to  induce  the 
conclusion  that  the  defendant  has  disregarded  the  rights  of 
his  cotenant  by  a  destruction  of  the  property  or  by  an  appro- 
priation of  it  to  his  own  use,  then  a  conversion  is  established, 
for  which  an  action  of  trover  is  an  appropriate  means  of  re- 
dress.^ The  facts  from  which  such  destruction  or  appropria- 
tion maybe  presumed  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  obligations 
of  the  cotenancy,  otherwise  no  conversion  is  shown.  The 
facts  which  are  thus  inconsistent,  and  are  therefore  sufficient 
to  establish  a  conversion  and  to  support  an  action  of  trover, 
by  the  injured  cotenant  against  his  companion,  cannot  be 
exactly  specified,  because  upon  this,  as  upon  most  other  ques- 
tions involving  the  exercise  of  human  judgment,  the  conclu- 
sions attained  have  not  been  entirely  harmonious.  We  shall 
now  undertake  to  state  and  classify  the  different  decisions 
which  have  come  within  our  observation,  and  which  furnish 


1  Cowan  V.  Buyers,  Cooke's  Tenn.  E.  58;  Webb  v.  Danforth,  1  Day,  311;  Eoody  v. 
Cox,  29  Geo.  309;  Hiircl  v.  Darling,  14  Vt.  214;  Brown  v.  Hedges,  1  Salk.  290;  Brady 
V.  Ai-nold,  19  C.  P.  (Upper  Canada)  47;  Smith  v.  Stokes,  1  East,  363;  Tyler  v,  Taylor^ 
8  Barb.  585;  Shamburg  v.  Moorehead,  4  Brewster,  92. 

-  Williams  v.  Nolen,  34  Ala.  169;  Perminter  v.  Kelly,  18  Ala.  716. 

•^  Ballon  V.  Hale,  47  N.  H.  347. 

*  Cliambre,  J.,  in  Fennings  v.  Lord  Grenville,  1  Taunt.  248. 

^  Bell  V.  Layman,  1  Mon,  40, 
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all  the  answers  which  can  be  authoritatively  given  to  the  ques- 
tion, What  acts  of  a  cotenant  amount  to  a  conversion  by  him 
oi  the  subject  of  the  tenancy? 

^  308.     Whether  the  sale  of  a  chattel  by  a  cotenant 

thereof,  representing  himself  to  be  the  sole  owner  and  pro- 
fessing to  transfer  the  whole  title  thereto,  is  such  a  conversion 
as  empowers  the  other  cotenant  to  maintain  an  action  in  trover 
against  the  seller,  is  a  question  Avliich  has  arisen  with  great 
frequency,  and  has  drawn  forth  very  irreconcilable  replies. 
In  the  United  States,  the  answers  have  been  in  the  affirmative 
in  a  decided  majority  of  the  cases.'  "He  who  sells  his  co- 
tenant's  share  of  the  property  to  a  stranger  who  will  hold 
against  him  has  violated  the  relation  he  bore,  and  injured  his 
companion  as  much,  perhaps,  as  if  he  had  destroyed  the  prop- 
erty. Why,  then,  should  he  not  have  a  legal  remedy  against 
the  wrongdoer,  instead  of  requiring  him  to  look  to  the  pur- 
chaser for  his  interest  in  the  property,  and  he  to  the  wrong- 
doer?"^ So  it  is  said  the  sale  "  of  a  chattel  by  a  cotenant 
shows  a  kind  of  dominion  unjustifiable  and  inconsistent  with 
the  rights  of  the  parties.""  But  the  rule  that  a  cotenant  sell- 
ing the  whole  of  a  chattel  as  his  OAvn  and  delivering  posses- 
sion thereof  to  the  puchaser,  is  responsible  to  his  cotenant  in 
an  action  of  trover,  is  not  enforced  merely  because  it  affords 
a  penalty  against  him  for  violating  the  obligations  of  the 
joint  ownership.  It  depends  upon  principles  which  are 
equally  applicable  to  ownership  in  common  and  to  ownership 
in  severalty.  Whoever  assumes  the  rights  of  ownership  and 
the  power  of  disposition  over  personal  property,  and  carries 
this  assumed  authority  so  far  as  to  dispose  of  the  thing  as  his 
own,  thereby  converts  it,  and  makes  himself  liable  to  an  action 
of  trover.  If,  instead  of  assuming  authority  over  the  whole, 
he  asumes  it  over  a  part,  then  the  conversion  exists  as  to  that 

•  Dyckman  u.  Valicntc,  42  N.  Y.  500;  Arthur  v.  Gaylc,  38  Ala.  204;  Cowlcs  v.  Gar- 
rett'H  Admr.  30  lb.  350;  Daiu  v.  Cowing,  22  Me.  349;  Wliito  v.  OKburn,  21  Weiul.  7G; 
Wilson  c.  Heed,  3  Johns.  11.  178;  Carr  v.  Dodge,  40  N.  II.  408;  Mumlbrd  v.  McKay, 
8  Wend.  444;  Yamhill  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ncwby,  1  Oregon,  173;  Cowan  c.  Buyers,  Cooke, 
58;  White  u.  Brookn,  43  N.  U.  407;  Williams  i'.  Chadbourne,  G  Cal.  GUI;  Nei^on  v. 
Slade,  Ala.,  Jan.  1873. 

*  Permiuter  o.  Kelly,  18  Ala.  71« 
3  Carr  v.  Dodge,  40  N.  H.  408. 
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part  only.  It  is  none  tlie  less  a  conversion  of  tlie  'part  because 
lie  wlio  converts  may  be  the  owner  of  another  part  or  interest; 
and  the  law  does  not  withhold  its  remedy  merely  because  the 
conversion  is  of  an  undivided  interest  instead  of  an  entirety.^ 
In  some  of  the  cases,  the  rule  by  which  a  sale  of  the  entire 
subject  of  the  tenancy  is  declared  a  conversion  is  justified 
upon  the  ground  that  such  sale  is  a  kind  of  destruction  of  the 
rights  of  the  other  cotenant.  But  the  rule  does  not  rest  on 
this  ground.  If  it  did  so  rest,  it  must  necessarily  fall  for 
want  of  sufficient  support.  A  sale  by  one  cotenant  cannot  of 
itself  affect  the  title  of  the  other.  It  neither  destroys  the 
latter's  property  nor  any  of  his  rights  arising  out  of  such  prop- 
erty. It  is  a  conversion,  not  because  of  the  destruction  but 
of  the  appropriation  of  the  property  of  another. 

g  309.  Trover  for  Sale  of  Chattels  denied. — The  general 
purport  of  the  majority  of  the  American  decisions  upon  the 
subject  now  under  consideration  was  stated  in  the  preceding 
section.  Vermont  and  North  Carolina  are  probably  the  only 
States  which  continue  to  breast  the  current  of  authority,^  al- 
though there  are  some  early  decisions  in  Connecticut  ^  which  may 
possibly  have  been  intended  to  commit  that  State  to  the  same 
course.  In  England,  the  authorities  seem  to  be  more  evenly 
divided  than  in  the  United  States,  but  the  preponderance  is 
against  the  rule  as  generally  recognised  in  this  country,  and 
in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  the  mere  sale  of  a  chattel 
by  one  part  owner  is  not  a  conversion  as  against  the  other. 
Bayley,  J.,  in  Barton  v.  Williams,*  said:  "There  may  be 
cases  in  which  the  indivisible  nature  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  tenancy  in  common  may  raise  an  implied  authority  in  one 
to  sell  the  whole.  But  unless  there  be  such  authority,  either 
express  or  implied,  a  sale  of  the  whole  by  one  tenant  in 
common  is,  with  respect  to  the  other,  a  wrongful  conversion 

'  Wheeler  v.  Whaler,  33  Me.  3i9;  Weld  v.  Oliver,  21  Pick.  563;  Hyde  v.  Stone,  9 
Cow.  230;  Eains  t'.  McNalty,  4  Humph.  358;  Lowe  v.  Miller,  3  Gratt.  213;  Delaneyt'. 
Root,  99  Mass.  547. 

'"'  Barton  v.  Burton,  27  Vt.  95;  Sanborn  v.  Merrill,  15  lb.  700;  Welch  v.  Clark,  12  lb, 
681;  Tubbs  v.  Eichardson,  6  lb.  442;  Pitt  v.  Petway,  12  Ired.  73. 

2  Oviatt  V.  Sage,  7  Conn.  95;  Webb  v.  Danforth,  1  Day,  301.  See  also  St.  John  v. 
Standring,  2  Johns.  468,  decided  at  an  early  day  in  New  York, 

•»  5  Bar.  &  Aid.  403.  '  * 
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of  his  undivided  part."     But  tins  language  is  a  mere  dictiim, 
which,  probably  because  it  was  a  dictum,  Avas  neither  approved 
nor  denied  by  the  other  three  Judges  who  wrote  opinions  in 
the  same  case.     But  there  are  some  other  cases  which  seem 
to  sustain  this  dictum.^     On  the  other  hand,  in  a  later  case, 
Parke,  B.,  states  that  until  a  doubt  was  raised  in  Barton  v. 
Williams,  he  always  understood  that  one  Joint-tenant  or  ten- 
ant in  common  of  a  chattel  could  not  be  guilty  of  a  conversion 
by  a  sale  of  that  chattel,  unless  by  such  sale  the  interest  of 
the  other  cotenant  was  transferred  to  the  purchaser  as  in  case 
of  a  sale  in  market  overt.-    So  there  may  be  other  sales  which 
amount  to  a  conversion,  as  where  the  subject  of  the  tenancy 
is  sold  in  different  parcels  and  delivered  to  a  number  of  pur- 
chasers who  carry  it  away.^     But  unless  the  sale,  from  being 
in  market  overt,  invests  the  purchaser  with  a  complete  title  in 
severalty;  or  unless  from  the  fact  that,  through  the  sale,  the 
property  has  been  carried  away,  or  so  changed  as  to  amount 
to  a  practical  destruction  of  the  rights  of  the  cotenant  who 
did  not  join  in  the  sale,  he  cannot,  according  to  the  weight  of 
the  English  authorities,  sustain  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  cotenant  making  the  sale."     The  rule  sustained  by  the 
majority  of  the  English  adjudications  on  this  subject  has  been 
adopted  and  approved  in  Canada;  and  the  limitations  within 
which  the  rule  must  be  confined  have  been  stated  with  greater 
clearness  in  that  country  than  in  England.     Gwynne,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Upper  Canada  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  approves   and  thus  summarizes  the  law  as  he 
understands  it  from  the  case  of  Mayhew  v.  Herrick,  decided 
in  England:  "  It  seems  to  be  established  by  that  case  that  if 
the  sale  be  in  market  overt,  so  as  to  change  the  property;  or 
if  the  subject  of  the  joint  ownership  is  sold  to  a  number  of 
purchasers,  who  carry  away  the  articles;    or  if  the  conse- 
quences attending  the  sale  are  such  as  to  put  it  out  of  the 
power  of  the  plaintiff  to  take  the  property,  or  to  pursue  his 

'  Stancliffe  v.  Hurdwick,  2  C.  M.  &  11.  1;  Higgins  v.  ThomaH,  8  Q.  B.  908. 
-  Fai-rar  v.  Beswick,  1  M.  &  W.  087. 
•     3  Mavbcw  r.  Herrick,  7  C.  B.  248. 

*  Maybew  v.  Htrrick,  7  C.  B.  229;  l.T  Jur.  1078;  18  L.  J.  C.  P.  179;  Fennings  r. 
Grenville,  1  Tauut.  241;  Morgan  v.  Marquis,  9  Excb.  145. 
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remedy  against  the  parties  who  have  got  possession  of  it— 
the  case  is  different,  and  trover  will  lie."'  In  the  same  Pro- 
vince, but  by  a  different  Court,  the  English  rule  was  exam- 
ined and  approved;  but  adjudged  not  to  deny  the  action  of 
trover  where  defendant  had  sold  grain  and  other  produce  of 
a  farm,  which  could  not  be  reclaimed,  and  he  had,  after  re- 
ceiving the  whole  proceeds,  threatened  to  go  away  with  the 
mouey.^ 

g  310.  Sale  of  Entirety  by  Officer. — A  sheriff  or  other 
duly  authorized  officer  may  levy  on  the  interest  of  a  part 
owner.  To  make  his  levy  effectual,  he  may  take  possession 
of  the  chattel — may  retain  such  possession  until  the  sale,  and 
may  deliver  it  to  the  purchaser.  But  he  has  no  authority  to 
sell  the  interest  of  any  cotenant,  other  than  the  one  named  in 
his  process.  If  he  assume  to  sell  the  whole  chattel,  he  can- 
not transfer  the  interests  of  all  the  cotenants.  But  in  so 
doing,  he  nevertheless  abuses  his  legal  authority,  and  renders 
himself  a  trespasser  ah  initio.  His  act  is  a  conversion  of  ihe 
interests  against  which  he  had  no  authority  to  proceed.  He 
is  therefore  liable  to  an  action  of  trover." 

g  311.  Vendee  of  Cotenant, — The  purchaser  at  a  sale  made 
by  a  part  owner,  assuming  to  own  and  sell  the  whole,  obtains 
no  better  or  greater  title  or  interest  than  the  vendor  had,  ex- 
cept the  sale  be  made  in  market  overt.*  The  vendee  is  there- 
fore entitled  to  the  rights  and  subject  to  the  obligations  of 
tenancy  in  common.  Hence,  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  of 
trover  for  continuing  in  sole  possession  of  the  chattel,  though 
he  does  so  under  claim  of  ownership  in  severalty.^  But  if  he 
sell  the  chattel,  claiming  to  dispose  of  the  whole  thereof,  this 
is  a  conversion.  Each  successive  sale  of  the  whole  chattel  is 
a  conversion  as  against  the  original  cotenant  who  did  not  unite 

1  Brady  v.  Arnold,  19  C.  V.,  Upper  Canada.  46. 

•'  Eathwell  v.  Eatliwell,  26  Q.  B.,  Upper  Canada,  183. 

2  Smyth  V.  Tankersly,  20  Ala.  212;  Kains  v.  McNairy,  4  Humph.  358;  Sheppard  v. 
Shelton,  34  Ala.  652;  Melville  v.  Brown,  15  Mass.  82;  Waddell  v.  Cook,  2  Hill,  48, 
overruling  Mersereau  v.  Norton,  15  Johns.  179;  Ladd  v.  Hill,  4  Vt.  171.  Contra^ 
Pitt  V.  Petway,  12  Ired.  73;  Welch  v.  Clark,  12  Vt.  681. 

4  Euckman  v.  Decker,  8  C.  E.  Green,  283;  12  Am.  Law  Picg.  468. 
^  Dain  v.  Cowing.  22  Me.  348;  Kilgore  v.  Wood,  56  Me.  155;  Trammell  v.  McDade, 
29  Tex.  SCO. 
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ill  the  first  sale,  "so  that  trover  maybe  maiutained  against 
each  until  satisfaction  is  obtained  from  one."^ 

{;5  312.  Trover  for  Destruction. — Whenever  one  joint- 
tenant,  tenant  in  common,  or  coparcener,  destroys  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  tenancy,  no  doubt  this  destruction  is  a 
conversion  for  which  redi'ess  may  be  sought  and  obtained  in 
an  action  of  trover.- 

§  313.  For  Destruction  of  Rights. — There  may  be  such 
an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  one  coteiiant  by  another,  or  such 
an  appropriation  of  the  joint  property  of  the  cotenancy  by 
one  of  its  members,  that  the  rights  of  one  of  the  part  owners 
are  in  effect  destroyed  or  set  at  naught,  although  the  property 
out  of  which  those  rights  arose  may  still  continue  in  existence. 
In  such  cases,  where  the  effect  of  the  act  of  one  cotenant  is 
practically  a  destruction  of  the  rights  of  the  other,  the  latter 
may  resort  to  an  action  of  trover  with  the  same  success  as 
though  his  property  had  been  annihilated." 

g  314.  Destruction  by  Emancipating  Slave. — One  of 
the  most  striking  illustrations  of  a  destruction  of  the  rights 
of  a  cotenancy  without  any  physical  change  in  its  subject- 
matter,  occurs  when  a  slave  belonging  to  two  or  more  is 
emancipated  by  the  act  of  one.  The  emancipation  operates 
on  the  interest  of  the  emancipator;  but  as  a  man  cannot  be 
part  free  and  part  slave,  the  act  of  one  owner  transforms  the 
former  slave  into  a  freeman.  The  subject  of  the  tenancy  is 
neither  annihilated  nor  removed,  in  the  physical  sense,  but 
all  legal  rights  in  it  are  annihilated.  He  whose  rights  of 
property  are  thus  destroyed  may  treat  this  destruction  as  a 
conversion,  and  recover  the  value  of  his  interest  by  an  action 
of  trover  against  the  emancipator.^ 

'  Dain  v.  Cov.-iug,  22  Me.  348;  Weld  v.  Oliver,  21  Pick.  504;  Dyckman  v.  Valieute, 
42  N.  Y.  SCO;  Kilgoro  v.  Wood,  50  Me.  155. 

•■=  Lowe  V.  Milkr,  3  Gratt.  213;  Allen  v.  Harper,  20  Ala.  090;  Co.  Litt.  200  a,  200  b; 
Pitt  I'.  Petway,  12  Ired.  73;  Winner  v.  Penuiiuan,  35  Md.  105:  Barnaidiston  r.  Chai)- 
man,  4  East,  121;  Kuight  r.  Coatcs,  1  Ir.  Law  K.  57. 

=*  Delaney  v.  Pioot,  00  MasH.  547.  An  employment  of  a  ehattel— as,  for  instance,  a 
seine — so  as  to  render  it  7t)iek'ss  hi/  ^ise,  is  a  destruction,  (iuyther  i'.  Pettijulin,  0 
Ired.  388. 

••  Oatfleld  r.  Waring,  14  Johns.  192;  Nunnally  v.  Whito'B  Execiilors,  3  Met.,  Ky., 
5S4;  Tom  Davis  v.  Tingle,  8  B.  Monr.  544. 
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g  315.  By  allowing  Property  to  be  Lost. — If  a  tenant 
in  common  of  hogs  or  other  live  stock  turn  them  into  the 
road  or  street,  and  pay  no  further  attention  to  them,  whereby 
they  are  lost,  this  "is  at  least  a  'prima  facie  evidence  of  de- 
struction."^ If  materials  be  taken  by  one  cotenant  thereof 
and  made  into  a  structure  which  is  annexed  to,  and  therefore 
a  part  of,  his  realty,  this  conversion  of  the  property  into  real 
estate  entitles  the  other  cotenant  to  recover  his  share  in 
trover.^  If  one  of  two  payees  of  a  promissory  note  deliver 
it  to  the  maker  to  be  by  him  cancelled  or  destroyed,  this, 
"if  done  without  the  authority  of  the  other,  is  as  much  an 
assumption  of  the  right  of  disposing  of  another's  property 
as  could  have  resulted  from  its  sale  or  destruction;"  and  the 
injured  party  may  therefore  recover  the  value  of  his  interest 
in  the  note.^ 

'  §  316.  Mixing  and  Changing  Chattels. — The  taking  of  a 
chattel,  such  as  iron,  melting  it  with  other  iron,  and  manu- 
facturing the  whole  into  various  kinds  of  wares,  so  that  there 
can  no  longer  be  any  tracing  or  identification  of  the  different 
parts,  is  equivalent  to  a  destruction  of  the  chattel  so  taken.* 
But  if  two  or  more  are  cotenants  of  a  chattel  which  must  go 
through  some  change  of  form,  either  for  its  preservation  or 
to  render  it  fit  for  common  and  profitable  use,  either  of  them 
may  cause  this  change  to  be  made  without  being  guilty  of 
any  conversion  of  the  property.  Hence,  if  two  be  tenants  in 
common  of  a  whale,  one  of  them  may  convert  it  into  oil,  and 
the  two  will  thereby  become  cotenants  of  the  oil.  This  is 
regarded  not  as  a  destruction  but  as  a  preservation  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  cotenancy.^ 

g  317.     The   mere   removal  of  a   chattel  is,  perhaps, 

never  equivalent  to  a  destruction  thereof.     Hence,  where  one 
of  the  part  owners  of  a  ship  took  and  carried  it  away  by 

'  Sheldon  v.  Skinner,  4  Wend.  530. 

-  Yamhill  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newby,  1  Oregon,  174. 

■=  Winner  v.  Penniman,  35  Md.  166. 

«  Eedington  v.  Chase,  44  N.  H.  37. 

^^  Fennings  v.  Lord  Grenville,  1  Taunt.  246.  Maintaining  possession  of  logs,  and 
driving  them  out  of  a  river,  to  get  them  in  such  a  condition  as  to  preserve  them  and 
prevent  their  depreciation  in  value,  being  an  act  of  preservation,  is  not  a  conversion^ 
Kilgore  v.  Wood,  56  Me.  154. 
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force,  it  was  lield  that  the  other  part  owner  coiild  not  treat 
this  as  a  conversion  and  maintain  trover.^  And  the  English 
Courts  have  gone  so  far  as  to  decide  that  even  the  secret  re- 
moval of  a  chattel  with  intent  to  sell  it  and  convert  the  pro- 
ceeds to  his  own  use,  is  not  a  conversion  when  done  by  a 
tenant  in  common.-  In  this  direction,  we  think  the  English 
Courts  have  gone  farther  than  the  American  Coiu'ts  will  con- 
sent to  follow.  It  is  too  clear  to  require  either  illustration  or 
argument  that  there  may  be  such  a  removal  of  a  chattel  as 
results  in  an  entire  loss  of  the  interest  of  some  of  the  part 
owners.  A  removal  to  some  place  unknown  to  one  of  the  co- 
tenants,  under  such  circumstances  as  afford  him  no  means  of 
ascertaining  where  the  chattel  can  be  found,  certainly  is  such 
a  destruction  of  his  interest  as  entitles  him  to  redress  in  an 
action  of  trover.^  The  general  rule  in  regard  to  the  effect  of 
a  removal  of  a  chattel  by  one  of  the  part  owners  seems  to  be 
this,  that  while  the  right  to  retake  the  chattel  can  be  success- 
fully asserted  by  the  part  owner,  he  cannot  sustain  any  action; 
but  as  soon  as  this  right  is  extinguished  his  remedy  is  com- 
plete. Thus,  where  part  of  the  owners  of  a  ship  seized  it 
and  took  it  to  foreign  parts  against  the  consent  of  the  others, 
this  was  not  considered  as  sufl&cient  to  subject  the  seizing 
part  owners  to  an  action;  but  when  the  vessel,  while  so  ab- 
sent, was  lost,  and  its  recapture  thereby  became  impossible, 
the  non-consenting  owners  recovered  the  value  of  their  shares 
in  trover.^  As  a  ship  is  a  chattel  designed  to  be  moved  from 
port  to  port,  and  can  only  be  profitably  employed  by  being 
taken  or  sent  to  foreign  as  well  as  domestic  ports,  its  removal 
from  any  place  in  which  it  may  happen  to  be,  especially  if 
such  removal  is  to  devote  the  ship  to  any  usual  employment, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  any  greater  invasion  or  destruction  of 
the  rights  of  a  part  owner  than  arises  from  the  mere  exclusive 
possession  of  those  chattels  which  are  not  intended,  in  their 
ordinary  use,  to  be  transported  from  place  to  place.  There- 
fore, such  a  reasonable  flexibility  as  commonly  obtains  in 
applying  general  rules  of   law  to  diverse  circumstances,  it 

I  Bamardiaton  v.  Chapman,  cited  in  Heatli  v.  Uubbard,  4  East,  121. 
-  JonoH  V.  Brown,  38  E.  L.  &  E.  304. 
'  Luca-s  V.  Wasson,  3  Dev.  398. 
"  Knight  V.  CoatoH,  1  Jr.  L.  B.  57. 

C.  &  p.— 24 
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seems  to  us,  requires  that  those  facts  which  may  not  amount 
to  a  conversion  of  the  interest  of  a  part  owner  of  a  ship, 
may  nevertheless  be  tantamount  to  a  conversion  or  legal  de- 
struction of  a  part  owner's  interest  when  the  subject  of  the 
tenancy  is  some  chattel  not  designed,  in  its  ordinary  use,  to 
be  removed  from  one  point  to  another.  Hence,  where  two 
were  tenants  in  common  of  a  marine  railway,  consisting  of 
iron  and  wooden  rails  and  sleepers,  endless  chain,  gear 
wheels,  and  ship-cradle,  and  one  of  them  removed  these  jna- 
terials  to  another  town  and  made  them  into  a  new  railway  on 
his  own  land,  the  other  cotenant  succeeded  in  maintaining 
trover  for  his  proportion.^  Under  like  circumstances,  a  ten- 
ant in  common  of  certain  personal  property,  consisting  of  a 
shingle-mill,  and  of  a  clapboard  or  siding-mill  and  a  steam- 
engine  used  for  operating  these  mills,  was  allowed  to  recover 
in  the  same  form  of  action.^ 

^  318.  For  refusal  to  apply  Property  to  its  proper 
use. — In  Pennsylvania,  an  action  of  trover  was  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  certain  stereotyped 
plates  of  a  pictorial  history.  In  the  final  determination  of 
this  suit,  the  Supreme  Court  used  the  following  language: 
"The  reason  why  one  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common  can- 
not maintain  trover  against  his  companion  is,  that  both  are 
equally  entitled  to  possession,  and  the  possession  of  one  is 
the  possession  of  both,  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  right 
of  both.  But  where  one  misuses  the  joint  property  by  appro- 
priating it  to  uses  for  which  it  was  not  designed,  and  refuses 
to  apply  it  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  held  by  both,  or 
if  one  delivers  the  property  wrongfully  to  a  stranger,  for  pur- 
poses inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed, and  such  stranger  denies  the  title  of  the  other,  and 
claims  the  exclusive  possession  and  ownership,  the  reason  of 
the  rule  ceases,  and  trover  may  be  maintained."^ 

g  319.  Trover  for  refusing  to  Sever. — ^Where  the  chat- 
tels constituting  the  subject-matter  of  a  cotenancy  are  of  a 
severable  character,  so  that  either  cotenant  may  lawfully  sever 

'  Strickland  v.  Parker,  5i  Me.  264.  •■!  Benedict  v.  Howard,  31  Barb.  571. 

^  Agnew  V.  Johnson,  17  Penn.  St.  377. 
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and  appropriate  his  share  vi-ithout  the  consent  of  the  others, 
the  rule  that  taking,  and,  after  demand,  retaining  exchisive 
possession,  is  not  a  conversion,  no  longer  prevails.  Hence, 
where  tvro  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  number  of  bushels 
of  grain,  and  one  of  them  locked  it  up,  and  refused  to  per- 
mit a  division,  or  to  recognize  the  rights  of  the  other,  this 
was  held  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  of  trover,  because 
neither  a  loss,  sale,  nor  destruction  of  the  common  property 
could  more  completely  deprive  the  injured  party  of  his  rights, 
nor  ' '  give  him  any  better  legal  or  equitable  right  to  an  action 
against  his  cotenant."^  And  where  the  property  was,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  agreement  between  the  cotenants,  to  be  divided 
at  a  particular  place,  and  one  of  them  took  it  beyond  that 
place  to  a  point  from  which  its  return  was  impracticable,  Jie 
was  held  to  be  liable  for  its  conversion.'^ 

FOR  REPAIRS. 

^  320.     Writ  to  compel  Repairs. — Where  the  subject  of 

the  tenancy  was  in  need  of  repairs,  the  common  law,  in  some 
cases,  gave  a  remedy  which  compelled  the  several  co-owners 
to  unite  in  making  the  necessary  reparations.  "If  two  ten- 
ants in  common,  or  joint-tenants,  be  of  an  house  or  mill,  and 
it  fall  in  decay,  and  the  one  is  willing  to  repaire  the  same, 
and  the  other  will  not,  he  that  is  willing  shall  have  a  writ 
de  reparatione  facienda;  and  the  writ  saith,  ad  reparaiionem  et 
sustentationem  ejus  dem  domus  teneantiir;  whereby  it  appeareth, 
that  owners  are  in  that  case  bound  pro  bono  publico  to  main- 
tain houses  and  mills  which  are  for  habitation  and  use  of 
men."^  But  "if  there  be  two  joint-tenants  of  a  wood,  or 
arable  land,  the  one  has  no  remedy  against  the  other  to  make 
inclosure  or  reparations  for  safeguard  of  the  wood,  or  coru."^ 
It  seems  clear  from  these  two  quotations  that  this  writ  only 
issued  to  compel  repairs  to  a  house  or  a  mill.  Some  doubt 
has  arisen  whether  the  -svrit  enabled  a  cotenant  to  obtain  re- 

'  Lobdell  V.  Stowcll,  37  How.  93;  S.  C.  51  N.  Y.  70;  Chaiiuon  v.  Lusk,  2  Laus.  211; 
Fiquet  v.  Allison,  12  Mich.  330;  Webb  v.  Manu,  3  Mich.  139. 

'^  Ripley  v.  Davis,  15  MicL.  78. 

»  Co.  Litt.  200  h;  Cubitt  v.  Porter,  8  B.  &  C.  2G9;  Stevcud  v.  Tbompsoa,  17  N.  H. 
110. 

••  Bowles'  Case,  11  Co.  82  b. 
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imbursement  for  repairs  already  made,  or  compelled  €he  co- 
tenants  to  unite  in  making  sucli  repairs  as  were  shown  to  be 
necessary.  In  an  early  case  in  Massacliusetts,  the  former 
theory  was  assumed  to  be  correct/  and  this  case  was  followed 
as  authority,  and  without  any  apparent  consideration  of  its 
soundness,  in  another  case  in  the  same  State,  ^  and  also  in  a 
case  in  the  State  of  New  York.^  Quite  recently,  the  question 
has  been  reconsidered  in  Massachusetts,  and  the  earlier  de- 
cisions overruled,  because  the  Court  was  satisfied  from  the 
Latin  forms  of  the  writ,  from  the  statement  in  Fitzherbert 
N.  B.  127,  and  from  the  cases  in  the  Tear  Books  referred  to 
by  him,  that  ' '  the  writ  de  reparatione  was  a  process  to  compel 
repairs  to  be  made  under  the  order  of  the  Court,"  and  "  that 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  an  action  for  damages  is 
maintainable  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another  be- 
cause the  defendant  will  not  join  with  the  plaintiff  in  repair- 
ing the  common  property."*  The  writ  seems  to  have  been 
but  rarely  resorted  to  even  in  England,  and  probably  has 
never  been  issued  or  demanded  in  the  United  States.  At  the 
present  day,  we  know  of  no  remedy,  unless  given  by  statute 
in  some  of  the  States,  by  which  either  cotenant  may  be  forced 
to  unite  in  making  repairs,  under  order  of  the  Court  or  other- 
wise. A  cotenant  who  has  made  necessary  repairs  may,  on 
that  account,  obtain  a  deduction  from  an  amount  which  he 
might  otherwise  have  to  pay  for  mesne  profits,  or  for  rents 
and  profits  received;  but  we  have  never  met  with  a  case,  in 
any  form  of  action,  wherein  one  cotenant  recovered  of  another 
for  either  repairs  or  improvements  made  without  the  request 
of  the  defendant.* 

'  Doane  v.  Badger,  12  Mass.  65. 

•^  Coffin  V.  Heath,  6  Met.  80. 

^  Mumford  v.  Brown,  6  Cow.  475. 

*  Calvert  v.  Aldrich,  99  Mass.  76. 

&  The  common  law  rules  governing  actions  between  cotenants  have  been  modified  or 
abolished  in  many  of  the  American  States.  The  following  note  is  intended  to  show 
the  statutory  provisions  on  this  subject  in  most  of  the  States: 

Aeka>'sas.— "  When  one  or  more  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  or  coparceners 
in  any  real  estate,  or  any  interest  therein,  shall  take,  use,  or  have  the  profits  thereof 
in  greater  portion  than  his  interest  therein,  such  person,  or  his  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, shall  account  therefor  to  his  or  their  cotenant,  jointly  or  severally. 

"Such  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  and  coparceners  in  any  estate,  real  or 
personal,  may  maintain  actions  of  account  against  their  cotenants  who  receive  as 
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bailiffs  more  than  their  due  proportion  of  the  benefits  of  such  estate." — Gould's 
Digest  of  Ark.,  p.  95,  sees.  1  and  2. 

Califoknia. — "If  a  guardian,  tenant  for  life  or  years,  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in 
common  of  real  property,  commit  waste  thereon,  any  person  aggrieved  by  the  waste 
may  bring  an  action  against  him  therefor,  in  which  action  there  may  be  judgment 
for  treble  damages." — Code  of  C.  P.,  sec.  732. 

CoxxECTiccT. — "When  two  persons  hold  any  estate  as  joint-tenants,  tenants  in 
common,  or  coparceners,  if  one  of  them  shall  receive,  use,  or  take  benefit  of  such 
estate  in  greater  proportion  than  the  amount  of  his  interest  in  the  principal  estate, 
he  and  his  executors  or  administrators  shall  be  liable  to  render  an  account  to  liis  co- 
tenant;  and  such  cotenant,  his  executors  or  administrators,  may  bring  an  action  of 
account  against  such  receiver,  and  recover  such  sum  as  he  has  received  more  than 
his  just  proportion  as  aforesaid." — Sec.  264  Act  Kegulating  Civil  Actions,  Kev.  St.  of 
Conn.,  p.  59. 

Delawabe. — "A  tenant  in  common,  or  a  joint-tenant,  or  a  coparcener,  may  main- 
tain against  his  cotenant  an  action  in  the  case  for  use  and  occupation." — Rev.  Code, 
1874,  p.  527,  sec.  2. 

"A  tenant  in  common,  joint-tenant,  or  coparcener,  committing  waste  of  the  estate 
held  in  common,  joint-tenancy,  or  coparcenary,  shall  be  liable  to  an  action  of  waste 
at  the  suit  of  his  cotenant." — lb.,  p.  53G,  sec.  i. 

Georgia. — "Every  tenant  in  common  has  the  right  to  possess  the  joint  property, 
and  so  long  as  he  occupies  no  greater  portion  of  it  than  his  own  share  would  be  on 
division,  and  does  not  withdi-aw  from  it  any  of  its  essential  value,  such  as  mineral 
deposits,  he  is  not  liable  to  account  for  rent  to  his  cotenant;  but  if  he  receives  any 
rent  or  other  profit,  or  commits  any  waste,  or  if  he,  by  any  means,  deprives  his  co- 
tenant  of  the  use  of  his  fair  proportion  of  the  property,  or  if  he  appropriates  all  to 
his  exclusive  use,  or  if  the  property  is  of  such  a  chai'acter  as  that  the  use  of  it  must 
necessarily  be  exclusive,  then  he  is  liable  to  account  to  his  cotenant." — Sec.  2302  Code 
of  Geo.,  ed.  of  1873. 

Illinois. — The  statute  of  this  State  in  refei-ence  to  accounting  is  almost  identical 
■with  that  of  Arkansas.  (See  Kev.  St.  HI.,  cd.  of  1858,  p.  211,  sees.  1  and  2.)  The 
statutes  of  Illinois  also  provide  that,  "  If  any  jjerson  shall  assume  and  exercise  ex- 
clusive ownersliip  over,  or  take  away,  destroy,  or  lessen  in  value,  or  otherwise  iujure 
or  abuse  any  property  held  in  joint- tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenary,  the 
party  aggrieved  shall  have  his  action  of  trespass  or  trover  for  the  injury,  in  tlie  same 
manner  as  ho  would  have  if  such  joint-tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  cojiarcenary, 
did  not  exist."  (See  same  cd.  Ilov.  St.,  p.  960,  sec.  2.)  Under  this  statute,  trover 
may  be  sustained  against  a  cotenant  who  keeps  exclusive  possession  of  a  chatte'l — 
(Benjamin  v.  Stremple,  13  111.  466) — or  who  has  converted  a  promissory  note,  (Boyle 
I'.  Levings,  28  111.  314.) 

Indiana. — "  If  a  joint^tenant,  or  a  tenant  in  common,  or  tenant  in  coparcenary,  have, 
by  consent,  management  of  the  estate,  and  make,  with  Imowledge  and  without  objec- 
tion of  his  cotenant  or  coparcener,  useful  or  necessary  improvements,  the  cotenant 
or  coparcener  shall  contribute  rateably  thereto. 

"A  joint- tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  or  tenant  in  coparcenary,  may  maintain  an 
action  against  his  cotenant  or  coparcener  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  propor- 
tion."—Kev.  St.  of  Ind.,  vol.  2,  p.  243,  sees.  15  and  10.  <(1.  of  1H52. 

Kansas. — The  statute  of  this  State  in  regard  to  the  liability  of  coteuants  for  im- 
provements, and  also  in  reference  to  accounting,  is  a  copy  of  that  of  ludiaaa.— Geul. 
St.  of  Kansas,  ed.  of  1808,  p.  541,  sees.  21  and  22. 
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Eentucky. — "  If  a  tenant  in  common,  joint- tenant,  or  parcener,  commit  waste,  he 
shall  be  liable  to  his  cotenants,  jointly  or  severally,  for  damages." — Genl.  St.,  ed.  of 
1873,  p.  607. 

3Haine. — Any  cotenant  ■who,  iu  this  State,  commits  any  waste  without  giving  thirty 
days'  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  to  enter  upon  and  improve  land,  forfeits 
treble  damages,  for  which  either  cotenant  may  sue  without  joining  the  others.  (Rev. 
St.  Me., p. 732.)  "If  any  one  or  more  of  the  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common, 
take  the  whole  rents  or  income  of  the  joint  estate,  or  more  than  their  share,  without 
the  consent  of  their  cotenants,  and  refuse,  in  a  reasonable  time  after  demand,  to  pay 
such  cotenants  their  share  thereof,  any  one  or  more  ot  them  may  have  an  action  of 
special  assumpsit  against  the  refusing  cotenants,  to  recover  their  proportion  thereof." 
(lb.,  p.  734,  sec.  16.)  Trespass  quare  clausum  f regit  is  a  proper  form  of  action  to 
recover  ti-eble  damages  under  the  statute — (Mills  v.  Eichardson,  M  Me.  79;  Maxwell 
V.  Maxwell,  31  Me.  184) — and  the  plaintiff  in  such  action  may  recover  treble  the  dam- 
ages suffered  hy  the  whole  property,  including  the  interest  of  the  defendant.  (Hub- 
bard V.  Hubbard,  15  Me.  198.)  The  above  statute  in  reference  to  accounting  changes 
the  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  makes  the  occupant  liable  for  the  benefits  derived 
from  his  occupancy  as  well  as  from  rents  and  profits  received.  (Cutler  v.  Currier, 
54  Me.  81.) 

Massachusetts. — Cotenant  committing  strip  or  waste  liable  to  treble  damages. — 
Genl.  St.  Kev.  of  1860,  p.  709,  sees.  7,  8,  9. 

MichictA>'. — "  One  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  and  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, may  maintain  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  agakist  his  cotenant 
for  receiving  more  than  his  just  proportion  of  the  rents  or  profits  of  the  estate  owned 
by  them  as  joint- tenants,  or  tenants  in  common."  (Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  of  1871, 
p.  1366,  sec.  38.)  "  If  one  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  shall  commit  waste  of 
the  estate  held  in  joint- tenancy  or  in  common,  he  shall  be  subject  to  an  action  on  the 
case  for  such  waste,  at  the  suit  of  his  cotenant  or  tenants." — lb.,  p.  1792,  sec.  3. 

McraESOTA. — "  One  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  and  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, may  maintain  an  action  against  his  cotenant  for  receiving  more  than 
his  just  i^roportion  of  the  rents  or  profits  of  the  estate  owned  by  them  as  joint- 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common." — Rev.' St.  Minn.,  ed.  of  1873,  p.  885,  sec.  25. 

MissouKi.— "If  a  tenant  in  common,  joint-tenant,  or  parcener,  commit  waste,  he 
shall  be  liable  to  his  cotenants,  jointly  or  severally,  for  damages."  (Gtenl.  St.,,ed.  of 
1865,  p.  743,  sec.  46;  ed.  of  1870,  p.  884.)  By  sec.  49,  if  in  any  action  of  waste  the 
jury  find  that  the  waste  was  wantonly  committed,  judgment  shall  be  entered  for 
three  times  the  damages  assessed. 

Nevada. — Cotenants  of  a  mining  claim  who  have  proceeded  to  work  or  develop  the 
claim,  may  each  sue  the  other  to  recover  for  moneys  expended  in  such  work.  See 
sees.  91  to  98  Comp.  Laws  Nev.  These  sections  also  provide  the  means  of  ascertain- 
ing the  relative  liability  of  each  cotenant,  and  the  manner  of  pleading  and  proceed- 
ing in  si;its  brought  under  the  act. 

New  Hampshire. — "One  copartner,  or  joint-owner,  may  recover,  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit  against  another,  his  just  share  of  any  property  received  and  wrongfully 
Avithhekl  by  such  other."  "One  cotenant  of  real  estate  may  recover  in  such  action 
against  another  for  his  share  of  any  trees,  fixtures,  or  other  part  of  the  estate  de- 
stroyed, severed,  or  carried  away  by  such  other."  (See  Stone  v.  Aldi'ich,  43  N.  H.  52.) 
"  One  cotenant  of  real  estate  may  recover  in  such  action  of  another  taking  the  income 
thereof  without  his  consent,  and  wrongfully  withholding  the  same,  all  damages  he 
may  sustain  thereby."— Genl.  St.  of  N.  H.,  ed.  of  1867,  p.  406-7,  sees.  2,  3,  and  4. 
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New  Jersey. — The  statute  of  this  State  is.  in  substance,  like  the  27th  section  of  the 
statute  of  Anne.  (See  Nixon's  Digest,  4th  ed..  p.  5.)  lu  regard  to  waste,  (see  Nix. 
Dig.,  p.  1022,  sec.  5.)  the  statute  of  this  State  provides,  "that  an  action  shall  lie  by 
■writ  of  waste;"  that  when  such  action  comes  to  judgment,  the  defendant  shall  choose 
to  have  assigned  to  him,  by  a  jury,  a  place  certain,  or  else  shall  give  security  not  to 
commit  further  waste;  "and  if  he  or  she  choose  to  take  his  or  her  part  in  a  place 
certain,  the  same  shall  be  assigned  to  him  or  her  in  the  part  wasted,  as  it  was  before 
he  or  she  committed  the  waste;  but  if  the  defendant  shall  not  choose  to  fcxke  his  or 
her  part  in  a  place  certain,  or  if  the  waste  exceed  his  or  her  proportion,  tlie  plaintifl 
shall  recover  against  such  defendant  such  damages  as  shall  be  found  by  the  jury  or 
inquest.' 

New  YoKK. — "One  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  and  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, may  maintain  an  action  of  account,  or  for  money  had  and  received 
against  a  cotenant  for  receiving  more  than  his  proportion;  and  tlie  like  action  may 
be  maintained  by  them  against  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  cotenant." 
(3  Eev.  St.  p.  39.)  "If  one  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  shall  commit  waste 
of  the  estate  held  in  joint-tenancy  or  in  common,  ho  shall  be  subject  to  an  action  of 
waste,  at  the  suit  of  his  cotenant  or  tenants."  (lb.  621.)  "A  tenant  in  common  en- 
tering upon  land,  cutting  and  removing  timber,  and  converting  the  same  to  his  own 
use,  is  guilty  of  waste."     (Elwell  v.  Burnside,  44  Barb.  447.) 

NoETH  CiEOLiNA. — "  Where  a  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  commits  waste, 
an  action  shall  he  against  him  at  the  instance  of  his  cotenant  or  joint-tenant."  (Rev. 
Code,  ed.  of  1855,  p.  598.)  The  same  Code  authorizes  an  action  of  account  "  by  one 
joint-tenant  and  tenant  in  common  against  the  other  as  bailiff  for  receiving  more 
than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  proportion."     (lb.,  p.  180.) 

Ohio. In  this  State,  any  cotenant  may  recover,  "by  civil  action,  his  or  her  full 

share  of  all  rents  andprofits  which  may  have  been  received  "  by  another  cotenant, 
"  according  to  the  justice  and  equity  of  the  case."     (S.  &  S.  Rev.  St.  Supp.  p.  578.) 

Okegon. "A  tenant  in  common  may  maintain  any  proper  action,  suit,  or  pro- 
ceeding against  his  cotenant  for  receiving  more  than  his  just  proportion  of  the  rents 
or  profits  of  the  estate  held  by  them  in  common."  (Genl.  Laws,  p.  718-9.)  If  any 
tenant  in  severalty  or  in  common,  for  life  or  for  years,  commit  waste,  he  is  liable  to 
the  party  injured  in  an  action  at  law  for  damages,  in  which  action  treble  damages 
may  be  recovered.     (lb.,  p.  231-2.) 

PEiOfSYLVANiA. — In  this  State,  it  is  vmlawful  for  the  o^vner  of  any  unchvided  in- 
terest to  cut  any  timber  trees  without  the  consent  of  the  other  owners.  No  sale  of 
timber  so  cut  by  one  jiart  owner  shall  pass  any  title.  The  party  injured  has  the  same 
remedy  as  though  the  cutting  were  done  by  an  entire  stranger,  and  may  also  sue  out 
a  writ  of  estrepment  to  prevent  any  further  cutting  or  removing.  (Brightly's  Pur- 
don's  Digest,  14G7-8.) 

Rhode  Isiand.— Any  joint-tenant,  tenant  in  common,  or  coparcener,  committing 
waste  forfeits  double  the  amount  of  the  waste  so  done;  for  which  double  amount  any 
of  the  cotenants  may  maintain  an  action  in  the  name  of  all.  (Genl.  St.,  ed.  of  1872, 
p.  524.)  "  Whenever  two  or  more  persons  have  and  hold  any  estate,  interest,  or  prop- 
ert}-,  whether  real  or  personal,  in  common,  as  jointrtenants,  tenants  in  common,  co- 
parceners, or  joint-owners,  and  one  or  more  of  the  owners  of  such  common  property 
shall  take,  receive,  use,  or  have  benefit  thereof,  in  greater  proportion  than  liis  or  their 
interest  therein,  such  owner  or  owners,  his  or  their  executors  and  administrators,  shall 
be  liable  to  render  his  or  their  account  of  the  use  and  profit  of  such  conmion  projKTty 
to  his  or  their  fellow-commoner  or  commoners,  jointly  or  severally;  and  such  the 
fellow-commoner  or  commoners,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  their  executors  or  admin- 
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istrators,  may  and  are  hereby  authorized  to  have  his  or  their  action  of  account  -against 
such  receiver  or  receivers,  or  either  of  them,  as  his  or  their  bailiff  or  bailiffs,  for  re- 
ceiving more  than  his  or  their  part  or  proportion  as  aforesaid."     (lb.,  532.) 

Veemont. — "The  action  of  account  may  be  brought  and  maintained  by  one  or  more 
parceners  or  coparceners  or  tenants  in  common,  to  settle  and  adjust  their  accounts 
and  dealings  in  the  same  manner  as  is  provided  in  actions  between  copartners." — 
Genl.  St.,  p.  344,  sec.  17. 

ViKGiNiA. — "If  a  tenant  in  common,  joint-tenant,  or  parcener,  commit  waste,  he 
shall  be  liable  to  his  cotenants,  jointly  or  severally,  for  damages." — Code  of  1873,  p. 
967,  sec.  2. 

An  action  of  account  is  also  maintainable  against  a  cotenant  or  his  personal  re- 
presentative, "as  bailiff,  for  receiving  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  propor- 
tion."— lb.,  p.  994,  sec.  14. 

West  Vieginia. — "If  a  tenant  in  common,  joint-tenant,  or  parcener,  commit  waste, 
he  shall  be  liable  to  his  cotenants,  jointly  or  severally,  for  damages." — Code  of  West. 
Va.,  ed.  1868,  p.  525. 

"An  action  of  account  may  be  maintained  by  one  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  com- 
mon, or  his  personal  representative,  against  the  other  for  receiving  more  than  comes 
to  his  just  share  or  proportion,  and  against  the  personal  representative  of  any  such 
joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common." — lb.,  p.  541. 

Wisconsin.—"  One  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common,  and  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, may  maintain  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  against  his  cotenant, 
for  receiving  more  than  his  just  proportion  of  the  rents  or  profits  of  the  estate  owned 
by  them  as  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common." — Taylor's  Genl.  Sts.  1163,  sec.  38. 

When  divisible  property  is  owned  in  common,  and  one  of  the  cotenants  is  in  pos- 
session of  more  than  his  share,  the  other  cotenant  may  make  a  demand  in  writing; 
and  if  such  demand  is  not  acceded  to,  may  recover  his  share,  or  the  value  thereof. — 
lb.,  p.  1659,  sec.  56. 

"If  one  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  shall  commit  waste  of  the  estate  held 
in  joint-tenancy  or  in  common,  he  shall  be  subject  to  an  action  for  such  waste,  at  the 
suit  of  his  cotenant  or  cotenants." — lb.,  1695. 


CHAPTEK  XIV. 

EQUITABLE  REMEDIES  BET^\^EE^'  <"OTEXANTS. 

Accoiinting,  v^  321. 

Contribution,  ^  322. 

Injunctions,  generally,  ^  323. 

Injunction  -when  Defendant  is  Insolvent,  ^  324. 

Injunction  when  one  Cotenant  is  Trustee  or  Lessee-of  the  other,  ^  325, 

Quieting  Title,  ^  326. 

Eeceivers,  appointment  of,  v^  327. 

§  321.  Accounting. —  Courts  of  equity  have  concui-rent 
jurisdiction  vnth  courts  of  law  of  all  matters  of  account  be- 
tween tenants  in  common,  or  other  cotenants.  Either  cotenant 
may  invoke  the  assistance  of  equity  to  compel  an  accounting, 
upon  showing  a  necessity  therefor,  and  cannot  be  deprived  of 
this  assistance  merely  because  he  has  an  adequate  legal  remedy 
by  an  action  of  account.  In  fact,  the  superior  facilities  of- 
fered by  courts  of  equity  when  an  accounting  has  become 
necessary,  are  such  that  these  courts  are  almost  universally 
resorted  to  in  preference  to  the  tribunals  of  the  law.'  But  it 
has  been  determined  that  where  the  accounts  are  all  on  one 
side  and  are  very  simple,  and  no  discovery  is  sought,  courts 
of  equity  will  decline  taking  jurisdiction  of  the  case.'^ 

§  322.  "  The  liability  to  contribute  is  the  result  of  a 
general  equity,  founded  on  the  equality  of  burthens  and  ben- 
efits. To  establish  the  right  of  contribution,  the  plaintitl" 
must  show  that  his  payment  has  removed  a  common  burthen 
from  the  shoulders  of  himseK  and  the  defendant,  and  that 
they  are  each  benefited  by  it.     This  occurs  in  all  cases  of 

'  Leach  V.  Bcatties,  33  Vt.  199;  llozier  v.  Griffith,  31  Mo.  173;  Root  D.  Stow,  13  Met 
5;  Field  v.  Craig,  8  Allen,  357;  Story'H  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  4CG. 
*  Gloninger  v.  Hazard.  42  Pa.  St.  401. 
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payments  made  by  one  surety,  on  the  debt  for  which  several 
are  bound — a  common  burthen  is  removed  and  a  common 
benefit  received.  But  the  doctrine  of  contribution  is  not  at  all 
founded  on  contract :  it  applies  to  cases  where  the  liability,  it 
is  true,  arises  out  of  a  contract  to  which  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant were  parties.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  that  they 
should  be  bound  by  one  contract :  it  may  arise  out  of  several, 
if  they  have  thereby  incurred  a  common  liability.  So,  too, 
it  applies  to  cases  where  the  liability  does  not,  in  any  shape, 
arise  out  of  a  contract,  as  when  a  common  property,  held  by 
purchase,  descent,  or  devise,  is  liable  to  the  payment  of  a  sum 
of  money,  and  one  is  compelled  to  pay  the  whole,  he  shall 
have  contribution  from  his  cotenant. "  ^  "  So  in  the  case  of  land 
descending  to  coparceners,  subject  to  a  debt:  if  the  creditor 
proceed  against  one  of  the  coparceners,  the  others  must  con- 
tribute. If  the  creditor  discharges  one  of  the  coparceners, 
he  cannot  proceed  for  the  whole  debt  against  the  others :  at 
most,  they  are  only  bound  to  pay  their  proportions."^  The 
enforcement  of  contribution  between  cotenants  seems  to  de- 
pend upon  the  same  circumstances,  and  to  be  governed  by 
the  same  principles,  as  when  contribution  is  sought  between 
persons  who  are  not  cotenants.  If  contribution  be  exacted 
from  a  cotenant  for  money  expended  in  removing  a  paramount 
title  or  incumbrance  from  the  common  property,  this  is  be- 
cause a  common  burden  has  been  removed  and  a  common 
benefit  received,  and  not  because  the  complainant  and  defend- 
ant were  seized  of  a  common  or  joint  estate.  Precisely  the 
same  right  of  contribution  would  have  arisen  if  the  parties, 
instead  of  being  cotenants,  had  been  owners  in  severalty  of 
lands  embraced  in  and  subject  to  the  same  mortgage  or  other 
lien.  Therefore,  Judge  Story  concludes  his  very  brief  notice 
of  the  subject  of  contribution  between  cotenants  by  saying: 
' '  It  seems  unnecessary  to  dwell  upon  these  cases  and  others 
of  like  nature,  as  they  embrace  nothing  more  than  a  plain 
application  of  principles  already  fully  expounded.  We  may 
conclude  this  head  with  the  remark,  that  the  remedial  justice 

1  Screven  v.  JojBer,  1  Hill  Ch.  260;  Harris  v.  Ferguson,  2  Bai.  397;  Campbell  v. 
Mesier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  337;  Thomas  v.  Hearn,  2  Porter,  270;  Deering  v.  Earl  of  Win- 
Chelsea,  1  Cox,  318;  S.  C.  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  270. 

'  Stirling  v.  Forrester,  3  Bligh  0.  S.  591. 
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of  courts  of  equity,  in  all  cases  of  apportionment  and  con- 
tribution, is  so  complete  and  so  flexible  in  its  adaption  to  all 
the  particular  circumstances  and  equities,  that  it  has,  in  a 
gi-eat  measiire,  superseded  all  efforts  to  obtain  redi'ess  in  any 
other  tribunals."^ 

§  323.  Injunctions  are  but  rarely  granted  to  restrain  a 
cotenant  from  exercising  control  over  the  joint  property.  To 
authorize  an  injunction,  it  must  appear  either  that  the  defend- 
ant is  insolvent,  and  will  therefore  be  unable  to  indemnify  the 
complaining  cotenant,  or  that  the  act  sought  to  be  enjoined 
will  effect  a  partial  or  entire  destruction  of  the  estate.^  A 
court  of  equity  will  not  interpose  to  stay  waste  unless  it  be  of 
a  malicious  character,  or  of  so  unusual  and  unreasonable  a 
nature  as  to  savor  of  a  wanton  destruction  of  the  estate.^  If 
trees  be  of  proper  size  and  condition  for  market,  neither  co- 
tenant  will  be  enjoined  from  cutting  and  selling  them,*  while 
no  valid  objection  to  an  injunction  would  exist  if  the  timber 
consisted  of  sapling  trees  or  undei-wood,  not  in  a  marketable 
condition;  for  in  such  a  case,  the  cutting  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  a  prudent  and  legitimate  enjojTnent  of  the  estate 
by  a  sole  owTier.^  The  digging  of  the  soil  and  its  con\-ersion 
into  bricks  for  purposes  of  sale  may  be  enjoined.^  If  either 
cotenant  sell,  or  attempt  to  sell,  the  entire  subject  of  the  co- 
tenancy, he  cannot  thereby  transfer  any  interest  but  his  owti. 
The  cotenant  not  participating  in  the  sale  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  for  the  unauthorized  assumption  of  authority 
over  his  interest.  He  may  affirm  the  sale,  and  recover  his 
share  of  the  proceeds;  or  may  disaffirm  it,  and  hold  the  prop- 
erty as  tenant  in  common  with  the  vendee.  Having  these 
ample  legal  remedies,  he  cannot  obtain  an  injunction  to  pre- 
vent the  sale. '     A  partition  at  law  will  be  enjoined  in  equity, 

'  story  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  505. 

-  Obert  V.  Obert,  1  Halst.  Ch.  409;  Hole  v.  Thomas,  7  Ves.  589;  Twort  v.  Tvcori,  IG 
VCB.  128. 

^  Kennedy  i'.  Scovil,  12  Conn.  327;  Bailey  v.  Hobson  L.  R.  5  Cb.  180;  39  L.  J.  K, 
(N.  8.)  Ch.  270;  Goodwyii  l'.  Spray,  2  Dick,  GG7;  D.  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wuwn,  3  Beav. 
119;  Ackroyd  v.  Briggs,  14  W.  R.  25. 

-•  Arthur  v.  Lamb,  2  Dr.  and  Sm.  430;  Martin  v.  KnowUyH,  8  T.  R.  145. 

i  Hole  V.  Thomas,  7  Ves.  589;  Twort  v.  Twort,  IG  Vew.  128;  Hawley  v.  Clowes,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  122. 

*  Dongall  V.  Foster,  4  Grant's  Ch.  325. 

1  Mason  v.  Norris,  18  Grant's  Ch.  ■'500. 
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and  a  sale  of  the  property  ordered,  when  it  appears  that  a 
division  cannot  be  made  without  a  great  sacrifice  of  the  in- 
terest of  some  of  the  cotenants.^  "^Tiere  the  cotenancy  em- 
braces a  water  power  or  other  valuable  water  privilege,  equity 
will  interpose  to  stay  any  destruction  or  invasion  of  the  rights 
of  either  of  the  cotenants  at  the  hands  of  the  others.  Thus, 
if  either  divert  the  water  so  as  to  prevent  its  employment  in 
the  uses  for  which  it  was  designed,  an  injunction  will  be  is- 
sued to  restrain  him,-  unless  it  be  proved  that  the  diversion 
occasions  no  damage  to  the  complainant.^  Nor  will  a  union 
of  the  majority  in  number  or  in  interest  of  the  joint  owners 
of  a  water  right  authorize  them  to  prosecute  a  plan  or  scheme 
in  which  they  are  agreed,  if  it  involves  any  destruction  of 
the  common  reservoir,  or  in  any  other  way  leads  to  a  practi- 
cal annihilation  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  minority.* 

3  324.     Where  the  defendant  was  insolvent,  or  so  near 

insolvency  as  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  excess  of  value  beyond 
his  own  share,  he  has  been  restrained  from  committing  waste. ^ 
In  one  instance  a  cotenant  of  crops  was  enjoined  from  remov- 
ing Ms  share,  until  damages  alleged  to  have  arisen  from  his 
non-compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  under  which 
the  land  was  let  and  the  crops  made,  could  be  ascertained  and 
decreed  to  be  paid.*^  The  execution  of  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  one  cotenant  and  against  the  other  cannot  be  stayed  until 
an  account  is  taken  between  them,  unless  it  appears  that  the 
■judgment-creditor  is  insolvent.'' 

8  325.    If  one  cotenant  be  trustee  or  lessee  of  the  other, 

he  may  be  restrained  from  committing  any  acts  in  reference 
to  the  common  estate,  for  the  prevention  of  which  an  injunc- 
tion could  issue,  if  he  were  trustee  or  lessee  only.  An  in- 
junction against  an  occupying  tenant  will  not  be  denied  be- 
cause he  is  lessee  of  one  moiety  only  and  owner  in  fee  of  the 

1  Gash  V.  Ledbett€r,  6  Ired.  Eq.  183. 

•^  Bliss  V.  Rice,  17  Pick.  23;  Kennedy  t).  Scovil,  12  Conn. -327. 

a  Norris  v.  Hill,  1  Mich.  210. 

■i  Ballou  V.  Wood,  8  Cush.  48. 

5  Smallman  v.  Onions,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  621. 

«  Lewis  V.  Christian,  40  Geo.  188. 

T  McLendou  v.  Hooks,  15  Geo.  533. 
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other  moietj.'  Nor  will  a  trustee  be  permitted  to  violate  liis 
duties,  nor  to  act  contrary  to  equity  and  good  conscience 
towards  his  cestui  que  trust,  becaxise  lie  holds  one  moiety  of 
the  estate  in  his  o^vn  right.-  Ordinarily,  no  injunction  will 
lie  to  prevent  the  removal  of  crops  by  a  cotenant,  though  such 
removal  be  contrary  to  the  custom  of  the  country;^  but  where 
the  defendant  was  the  mother  and  natural  guardian  of  com- 
plainants who  were  minors,  it  was  held  that  her  relation  to 
them  was  that  of  trustee,  and  she  was  therefore  enjoined 
from  taking  the  whole  crops. ^ 

§  326.  Quieting  Title. — Some  of  the  authorities  tend  to 
establish  the  general  proposition  that  a  cotenant,  whose  right 
to  possession  with  the  other  part  owners  is  not  denied,  cannot 
sustain  any  adverse  action  against  them,  or  either  of  them,  to 
determine  his  and  their,  or  either  of  their,  respective  interests 
in  the  joint  property.^  The  254th  section  of  the  California 
Practice  Act  authorized  an  action  by  any  person  in  possession 
of  real  property  against  any  other  person  claiming  an  adverse 
interest,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  such  adverse  claim. 
An  action  was  brought,  under  this  section,  in  which  the  jjlain- 
tiff  alleged  that  he  was  in  possession  of  an  undivided  two- 
thirds  of  certain  real  estate,  in  Avhich  two-thirds  the  defend- 
ant wrongfully  claimed  an  interest  adversely  to  plaintiff.  The 
defendant,  answering,  denied  the  interest  of  plaintiff,  and 
claimed  ownership  in  severalty.  After  the  trial,  the  Court 
found  that  plaintiff'  was  owner  of  two-thirds  and  defendant  of 
one-third.  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  Court  said:  "We 
can  discover  no  valid  reason  why  one  tenant  in  common  of 
real  estate,  in  the  actual  possession  thereof,  may  not  maintain 
an  action  to  determine  the  validity  of  an  adverse  claim  of  title 
by  a  cotenant,  and  no  authority  has  been  called  to  our  notice 
which  sustains  a  contrary  view."**  A  conveyance  or  mort^'a^^e 
by  one  cotenant,  which  purports  to  affect  the  entire  estate, 

'  Twort  V.  Twort,  16  Ves.  128;  Dougall  v.  Foster,  4  Grant's  Ch.  324;   Christie  v. 
Saunders,  2  Grant's  Ch.  C70. 
"  Same  as  above. 

»  Bailey  v.  Hobson  L.  II.  .'5  Ch.  180. 
♦  Bates  1'.  Martin,  12  Grant's  Cli.  491. 

!>  Lord  V.  Tyler,  14  Pick.  103;  Martin  v.  Quattlobam,  3  McCord,  205. 
•-  Iloss  V.  Heintzen,  30  Cal.  321. 
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does  not  create  such  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  other  co- 
tenants  as  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to  remove.^ 

§  327.  A  receiver  has,  in  a  few  instances,  been  ap- 
pointed on  the  application  of  one  of  the  cotenants.  In  most 
of  the  early  cases,  the  circumstances  inducing  the  action  of 
the  Court  cannot  be  ascertained  from  the  reports.^  No  con- 
clusion can,  therefore,  be  drawn  from  these  cases  as  to  the 
grounds  which  warrant  the  interposition  of  the  Court.  Most 
of  the  more  recent  cases  were  so  curtly  disposed  of  as  to 
leave  us  without  any  knowledge  of  the  reasons  which,  in  their 
own  minds,  justified  the  action  of  the  Judges.  We  therefore 
find  it  impossible  to  state  with  precision  the  general  prin- 
ciples upon  which  the  action  of  courts  of  equity  have  been 
or  will  be  predicated  in  disposing  of  applications  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  receivers  of  undivided  estates.  It  is  certain, 
however,  that  the  application  will  be  denied,  except  in  ex- 
treme cases. ^  In  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Bell,*  a  receiver  was 
appointed  when  one  of  the  cotenants  was  in  possession  of  the 
whole  rents.  This  application  was  not  made  by  nor  on  behalf 
of  either  cotenant,  but  by  a  third  party,  in  a  proceeding  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  against  both  cotenants.  In  Hargrave  v. 
Hargrave,^  the  plaintiff,  an  infant,  insisted  that  he  and  de- 
fendant were  co-heirs,  entitled  to  the  estate,  and  that  out- 
standing terms  existed  which  prevented  the  plaintiff  from 
proceeding  at  law.  The  defendant  was  in  possession  of  the 
whole.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  for  partition  and  account- 
ing, and  for  a  receiver.  The  defendant  denied  the  plaintiff's 
legitimacy.  The  motion  for  a  receiver  was  argued,  and  the 
Master  of  the  EoUs  said  he  would  examine  the  cases  and  give 
judgment  at  a  future  day.  He  afterwards  granted  the  order, 
but  gave  no  reasons  therefor.  In  a  subsequent  case,  the 
parties  were  tenants  in  common  of  copyhold  property,  the 
legal  estate  being  in  a  trustee  for  them.     The  defendant  was 

I  Ward  V.  Dewey,  16  N.  Y.  519. 

'^  Calvert  v.  Adams,  2  Dick.  478;  Evelyn  v.  Evelyn,  2  Dick.  800;  Street «.  Anderson, 
4  Bro.  C.  C.  414. 

3  Scm-rah  v.  Scurrah,  14  Jui-.  874;  Norway  v.  Rowe,  19  Yes.  159;  Milbank  v,  Eevett, 
2  Meriv.  405;  Spratt  v.  Ahearne,  1  Jones  Ir.  Exc.  50. 

■*  2  Beav.  298. 

'>  0  Beav.  549. 
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in  possession,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  exclusion.  The 
plaintiff  was  allowed  a  receiver  of  his  moietj.'  Subsequently, 
it  appeared  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to 
an  exclusion.  A  receiver  was,  therefore,  appointed  over  the 
whole  property.-  From  this  last  decision,  it  would  seem  that 
an  exclusion  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
But  Sir  John  Leach,  in  another  and  earlier  case,  said :  "I 
may  observe  that,  even  in  the  case  of  any  actual  exclusion  of 
one  Tenant  in  Common  by  another,  I  doubt  whether  this 
Court  would  appoint  a  Keceiver.  If  it  were  an  exclusion 
which  amounted  to  an  ouster  at  law,  the  party  complaining 
must  assert  at  law  his  legal  title.  If  it  Avere  not  such  an  ex- 
clusion, this  Coiu't  would  compel  the  Tenant  in  Common  in 
Rent  to  account  to  his  Companion;  but  would  not,  I  think, 
act  against  his  legal  title  to  Possession;  and  the  reason  is, 
because  the  party  complaining  may  at  Law  relieve  himself  by 
the  "Writ  of  Pai-titiou."^  When  the  interest  which  the  parties 
have  in  the  land  is  held  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  and  tlieii' 
relation  to  each  other  resembles  that  of  partners,  a  receiver 
may  be  appointed,  though  the  facts  would  not  justify  that 
action  if  the  parties  w^ere  ordinary  tenants  in  common.  A 
colliery  or  mine  is  in  the  nature  of  a  trade,  and  where  persons 
have  different  interests  in  it,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  partner- 
ship. Therefore,  where  there  are  several  shares,  as  each 
owner  cannot  employ  a  separate  manager  or  set  of  workmen, 
the  Coui't  will  appoint  a  manager  or  receiver  for  them  all, 
under  the  same  circumstances  which  would  justify  such  ap- 
pointment, in  the  case  of  a  regular  copartnership.'*  In  Georgia, 
the  proposition  is  maintained  ' '  that  a  court  of  equity  has 
jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  receiver,  at  the  instance  of  one  ten- 
ant in  common  against  his  cotenants,  who  are  in  possession 
of  undivided  valuable  property,  receiving  the  whole  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  excluding  their  companion  from  the 
receipt  of  any  portion  thereof,  when  such  tenants  are  in- 
solvent."'   A  receiver  will  never  be  appointed  unless  it  is 

'  Sandford  v.  Ballard.  .30  Bt-av.  lO'J. 
-  Sandford  r.  I'.allard,  -.V-i  B.av.  402. 
^  Tyson  v.  Fairclougb.  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  14.3. 

♦  .Tefl'erys  r.  Smith.  1  .Jacob  &  W.  302;  Hill  v.  Taylor,  22  Cal.  194;  Firc-day  r.  Wiglit- 
wick,  1  Kust*.  iV  M.  40. 
'•>  Williauu  r.  Jenkins,  11  Gt-o.  593. 
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necessary  for  the  protection  of  complainant's  rights.  But 
where  personal  property  is  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  one 
of  the  cotenants  who  refuses  to  divide  or  sell  it,  or  to  allow 
his  cotenant  to  participate  in  its  enjoyment,  a  receiver  may  be 
appointed,  unless  the  defendant  gives  adequate  security  to 
reimburse  the  complainant  for  the  deterioration  or  destruction 
of  the  property  by  use,  and  compensates  him  for  the  value  of 
the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  such  property.^  In  partition,  the 
Court  will  appoint  a  receiver  during  the  pendency  of  the 
action,  to  preserve  the  complainants  from  serious  loss,  where 
it  is  shown  that  they  are  unable  to  rent  portions  of  the  prop- 
erty, or  to  collect  rent  of  other  portions  rented,  in  consequence 
of  the  conduct  of  the  defendant,^ 

'  Low  V.  Holmes,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  150. 
*  Pignolet  V.  Bushe,  28  How.  Pr.  9. 
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ACTIONS  BY  COTENANTS  AGAINST  STRANGERS  TO  THE  -COTENANCY. 

ACTIONS  AT  LAW. 

General  Vi^w  of  the  Rights  and  Eemedies  of  Cotenants,  $  328. 

Joinder  of  Joint-Tenants,  ^  329. 

Joinder  of  Coparceners,  $  330. 

Joinder  of  Tenants  in  Common,  ^S  331. 

Joinder  in  case  of  Mixed  Cotenancy,  $  332. 

Assumpsit,  $  333. 

Avowiies,  §  334. 

Case,  $  335. 

Covenants,  6  336. 

Detinue  and  Eeplevin,  $  337. 

Detinue  and  Replevin  of  Severable-Chattels,  6  338. 

Ejectment  by  Joint-Tenants,  ^  339. 

Ejectment  by  Coparceners,  ^  340. 

Ejectment  by  Tenants  in  Common,  $  341. 

Ejectment  where  interest  of  Plaintiff  is  improperly  described,  $  3i2. 

Ejectment,  whether  one  can  recover  the  whole,  $  343. 

Forcible  Entry  and  Unlawful  Detainer,  $  344. 

For  Insurance,  $  345. 

For  Rent,  §  346. 

Trespass,  ^  347.  ^ 

Trespass  to  Try  Titles,  $  348. 

Trover,  $  349. 

Waste,  %  350. 

Proceedings  to  Restrain  or  Abate  a  Nviisance,  ^  351. 

Proceedings  to  obtain  Damages  for  Location  of  Highway,  ^  352. 

Failure  to  object  to  Non-Joinder  of  Cotenant,  ^  353. 

Failure  to  object  to  Non-Joinder  of  Cotenant  in  Actions  on  Contracts,  ^  354. 

Failure  to  object  to  Non-Joinder  of  Cotenant  in  Replevin,  ^  355. 

Failure  to  object  to  Non-Joinder,  whether  entitles  Plaintifl"  to  recover  the 

whole,  §  35G. 
Failure  to  object  to  Non-Joinder  of  Joint-Tenant,  ^  357. 
Failure  to  object  to  Nor -Joinder  is  waiver  in  future  cases,  $  358. 
Joining  Persons  who  mo  not  Cotenants,  ^  359. 
Misjoinder,  how  taken  advantage  of,  ^  3G0. 

C.  k  P.— 25  385 
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Misjoinder,  how  taken  advantage  of  under  tte  Codes,  $  361. 

Death  of  one  Cotenant  before  suit,  §  362. 

Death  of  all  the  Cotenants  before  suit,  $  363. 

Death  of  a  Cotenant  pendente  lite,  §  364. 

Survivorship  of  Actions  prevails  notwithstanding  Statute^  $  365. 

Joinder  of  Actions  against  Cotenants,  §  366. 

PROCEEDINGS  IN  EQUITY. 

General  principles  as  to  Joinder  of  Cotenants,  §  367, 
Joinder  of  Joint-Tenants,  §  368. 
Joinder  of  Tenants  in  Common,  §  369. 
Joinder  of  Co-Legatees,  §  370. 
Foreclosure  against  Co-Mortgagors,  §  371. 
Foreclosure  by  Co-Mortgagees,  §  372. 

§  328.     General  view  of  the  Rights  and  Remedies  of 
Cotenants  as  against  Strangers. — The  rights  of  cotenants  as 
against  strangers  to  the  cotenancy  do  not  require  any  further 
consideration  in  this  work  than  such  as  will  be  given  in  treat- 
ing of  the  actions  by  which  those  rights  are  enforced.     Co- 
tenants  are  x^rotected  in  their  rights  of  property  as  against 
third  persons  by  the  same  general  rules  of  law  which  are  pro- 
vided for  the  protection  of  owners  in  severalty.     Rights  of 
property  vested  in  two  or  more  in  moieties  are  as  absolute  and 
as  sacred  as  though  vested  in  one  alone;  and  these  rights  are 
by  law  as  amply  secured  from  invasion  by  strangers  as  are 
rights  held  in  severalty.    The  mere  recognition  or  declaration 
of  a  right  adds  little  or  nothing  to  the  security  of  the  person 
declared  to  be  entitled  to  its  enjoyment.     Adequate  legal 
means  must  be  furnished  to  compel  strangers  to  respect  the 
right,  or  if  not  to  compel  respect,  at  least  to  indemnify  the 
injured  party  for  all  invasions  of  the  right.     And  the  legal 
means  provided  for  protecting  the  rights  and  redressing  the 
wrongs  of  cotenants  are  in  general  identical  with  those  avail- 
able for  like  purposes  to  owners  in  severalty.    If  a  particular 
form  of  action  be  proper  in  the  case  of  a  sole  owner,  it  will, 
under  like  circumstances,  be  equally  proper  in  the  case  of  part 
owners.      If,   under  any  given   state   of    circumstances,   co- 
owners  are  without  any  legal  or  equitable  means  of  redress 
as  against  a  third  person,  it  may  be  taken  for  granted  that  a 
sole  owner  would,  in  like  circumstances,  be  equally  without 
the  reach  both  of  legal  and  of  equitable  aid.     We  need  not, 


387  ACTIONS    AGAIxXST    STRANGERS.  g§  329-30 

therefore,  iii  this  chapter,  pui-sue  any  investigatiou  either  as 
to  what  facts  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  nor  as  to  what  form 
of  action  should  be  selected  when  a  good  cause  is  discovered ; 
for  such  investigations  have  been  sufficiently  pursued  in  many 
treatises  relating  to  ownership  in  severalty.  The  only  ques- 
tion which  it  is  necessary  to  discuss  in  this  chapter  is,  must 
cotenants  join  or  sever  in  employing  the  legal  and  equitable 
remedies  with  which  they,  in  common  Avith  owners  in  sev- 
eralty, have  been  pro-s-ided  by  law? 

§  329.     Joinder — General  Rule  as  to  Joint-Tenants. — In 

considering  the  actions  which  cotenants  may  sustain  against 
third  persons,  the  first  question  which  thrusts  itself  upon  our 
attention  is  this,  can  each  of  the  cotenants  seek  redress  in  an 
independent  suit,  or  must  all  of  them  join  to  obtain  the  en- 
forcement of  their  rights  and  the  redress  of  their  wrongs? 
So  far  as  real  actions  are  concerned,  the  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion corresponds  with  the  nature  of  the  cotenancy.  When- 
ever the  title  of  the  cotenants,  as  in  case  of  joint-tenancy 
and  coparcenary,  is  joint,  the  action  must  also  be  joint;  and 
whenever,  as  in  tenancy  in  common,  such  tenant  is  deemed 
to  possess  a  separate  and  distinct  estate,  the  remedj^  of  each 
must  be  distinctly  and  separately  pursued.  "  Jointenauts 
being  seized  pe?-  mie  et  per  tout,  and  deriving  by  one  and  the 
same  title,  must  jointly  implead  and  be  impleaded."'  "If 
twenty  jointenants  be,  and  ih.ey  be  disseized,  they  shall  have 
in  all  their  names  but  one  assize,  because  the}'  have  but  one 
joynt  title. "^  "Where  one  of  two  jointenants,  demandants 
in  a  real  action,  refuses  to  prosecute  the  suit,  he  may  be 
summonded  and  severed,  and  the  other  jointenant  may  re- 
cover his  moiety  without  him."^ 

g  330.  Joinder — General  Rule,  as  to  Coparceners. — As  a 
general  rule,  the  statements  made  in  the  preceding  section  in 
reference  to  the  joinder  of  joint-tenants  are  equally  applicable 
to  coparceners.*    "Coparceners,  though  several  persons,  are 

'  Eoscoe  on  Actions,  G;   Co.  Litt.  180  h;  ;t  Itob.  Pr.  158;    Barljour  oa  PurtieH,  187; 
Bac.  Ab.  JointrTcnants  K. 
■''  Litt.  8CC.  311. 

■'•  Roscoo  on  Actions,  0-7;  Co.  Litt.  188  a;  Bac.  Ab.  Joint-Truants  K. 
*  Co.  Litt.  1G4  a  and  180  b. 
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but  one  lieir,  and  have  one^entire  freehold  in  tlie  land  as  long 
as  it  remains  undivided,  and  must,  therefore,  in  general,  join 
in  a  real  action.  Where  parceners  sue  in  a  real  action  ances- 
tral, and  the  right  descends  to  them  from  one  and  the  same 
ancestor,  then,  though  they  be  in  several  degrees  from  the 
common  ancestor,  they  may  join;  but  the  issue  of  several  co- 
parceners cannot  join  as  heirs  to  their  mothers,  because  sev- 
eral rights  descend.  Thus,  if  a  man  hath  issue  two  daughters, 
and  is  disseized  and  dies,  and  the  daughters  have  issue  and 
die,  the  issues  shall  join  in  a  prcecipe,  because  one  right  de- 
scends from  the  ancestor;  but  if  the  two  daughters  had  been 
actually  seized  and  subsequently  disseized,  then,  after  iheir 
decease,  the  issues  shall  not  join,  because  several  rights  de- 
scended to  them  from  several  ancestors.  If  coparceners  are 
disseized  before  partition,  their  possessory  action  must  be 
joint,  for  their  remedy  must  follow  the  nature  of  their  pos- 
session;  and  that  being  joint,  the  remedy  must  be  joint 
also."i 

g  331.  Joinder,  of  Tenants  in  Common. — As  tenants  in 
common  have  no  joint  interest,  but  hold  several  and  distinct 
estates,  and  have  several  freeholds,  they  could  not  at  common 
law  sustain  a  joint  real  action.  It  was  necessary  for  each  to 
sue  separately  in  reference  of  his  own  moiety  of  the  lands  of 
the  cotenancy.'^  But  "where  the  thing  to  be  recovered  in  a 
real  or  mixed  action  is  entire,  there,  of  necessity,  tenants  in 
common  must  join,  as  in  quare  impedif,  or  writ  of  right  of 
ward  by  tenants  in  common  of  a  seignory.''^*  "The  general 
rule  in  relation  to  suits  by  tenants  in  common,  against  third 
persons,  is  this :  When  the  action  is  in  the  realty,  they  must 
sue  separately;  when  it  is  in  the  personalty,  they  must  join."* 
"As  to  actions  personals  tenants  in  common  may  have  such 
actions  personals  jointly  iij  all  their  names,  as  of  trespasse, 
or  of  offences  which  concerne  their  tenements  in  common,  as 
for  breaking  their  houses,   breaking  their   closes,   feeding 

'  Roscoe  on  Actions,  7-8;  Litt.  sec.  313. 

'  Roscoe  on  Actions,  7-9;  3  Rob.  Pr.  159;  Bac.  Ab.  Joint-Tenants  K;  May  v.  Slade, 
24  Tex.  207;  Briscoe  v.  McKec,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  372;  Rand  v.  Dodge,  12  N.  H.  68;  Ste- 
venson V.  Cofferin,  20  N.  H.  150. 

•*  Roscoe  on  Actions,  8.  "    ^ 

••  Hill  V.  Gibbs,  5  Hill,  58. 
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wasting  and  defowling  their  grasse,  cutting  their  woods,  for 
fishing  in  their  pischarj-,  and  such  like.    In  this  case,  tenants 
in  common  shall  have  an  action  jointly,  and  shall  recover 
jointly  their  damages,  because  the  action  is  in  the  personalty 
and  not  in  the  realtie."'     Mixed  actions  by  tenants  in  com- 
mon are  subject  to  the  same  rule  as  real  actions,  in  this,  that 
the  cotenants  must  sever,  except  in  cases  where  their  joinder 
would  be  justified  if  the  action  were  in  the  realty.^    The  dif- 
ference between  the  rules  applicable  to  the  joinder  of  tenants 
in  common  and  to  the  joinder  of  coparceners,  and  the  reasons 
upon  which  those  rules  were  based,  were  thus  stated  by  Chief 
Justice  Gilchrist,  of  New  Hampshire:  "By  the  common  law, 
there  were  certain  serious  embarrassments  which  would  have 
attended  the  joinder  of  tenants  in  common  in  real  actions. 
Although  their  possession  was  joint,  their  estates  and  titles 
might  have  been  wholly  different;  and  as  these  were  in  many 
cases  required  to  be  stated,  and  might  have  been  traversed 
or  avoided  by  plea,  it  is  easy  to  perceive  that  numerous  issues 
might  have  been  joined  in  a  single  action,  to  some  of  which 
some  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  might  have  been  strangers, 
and  yet  bound  to  maintain  them,  under  pain  of  failing  in  the 
action.     This  aff"orded  sufficient  ground  for  the  rule  which 
not  only  permitted  but  reqviired  tenants  in  common  to  sever 
in  such  actions.     With  respect  to  coparceners,  the  case  was 
otherwise.     The  manner  in  which  such  estates  originated, 
which  was  always  by  descent,  rendered  it  practically  more 
convenient  for  them  to  join,  and  their  estate  being  the  same, 
one  issue  only,  of  course,  could  be  made.     These,  therefore, 
the  common  law  rigidly  required  to  join  in  real  actions  for 
the  recovery  of  their  estate.     But  because  it  sometimes  be- 
came impracticable,  either  from  the  refusal  of  some  of  the 
parties,   or  from  other  causes,  for  all  to  prosecute  a  joint 
action,  provision  was  made  by  summons  and  severance  for 
such  as  chose  to  prosecute,  by  which  they  were  enabled  to 
proceed  without  the  defaulted  parcener."^ 

1  Poke  on  Litt.  sec.  315;  Austin  v.  Hall,  13  Johns.  280;  Koscoo  on  Actions.  7;  Wliitc 
r  ProoL  43  N  H  402;  Irwin'n  Admr.  v.  lirown's  Exr.,  35  Pa.  St.  332;  Gihnoio  i-. 
Wilbur,  12  i'ick.  124;  Lauo  v.  Dobyns,  11  M...  107  ,    ^  ,    ,  ,_,. 

■^  Roscoc  on  Actions,  7;  Littlidalc,  J.,  in  Dou  d.  I'oulo  v.  Lninytoa,  1  Ad.  &  L.  loo, 
7  Property  Lawyer,  73. 

3  Stevenson  v.  Cofl'eriu,  20  N.  Jl.  151. 
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§  332.  Mixed  Cotenancy. — We  have  now  given  tlie  general 
rules  established  and  enforced  by  the  common  law,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  joinder  of  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  and  tenants 
in  common.  But  it  often  happens  that  lands  are  held  by  a 
mixed  cotenancy,  as  where  one-third  is  held  by  tenancy  in 
common  and  the  residue  in  joint-tenancy.  In  such  case,  no 
single  real  action  can  be  sustained  in  reference  to  the  entire 
lands.  The  joint-tenants  must  join  in  the  action  so  far  as  it 
refers  to  their  moiety,  and  the  tenant  in  common  must  bring 
a  separate  action  in  reference  to  his  moiety.  This  is  equally 
true  whether  the  moiety  held  as  a  tenancy  in  common  is  vested 
in  one  of  the  joint^enants  or  in  a  third  person.^  "Also,  if 
three  joyntenants  be,  and  one  release  to  one  of  his  fellowes 
all  the  right  which  he  hath,  &c.,  and  after  the  other  two  be 
disseized  of  the  whole,  &c.,  in  this  case  the  two  others  shall 
have  several  assise,  &c.,  in  this  manner,  viz.,  they  shall  have 
in  both  their  names  an  assise  of  the  two  parts,  &c.,  because 
the  two  parts  they  held  jointly  at  the  time  of  the  disseizin. 
And  as  to  the  third  part,  he  to  whom  the  release  was  made, 
ought  to  have  of  that  an  assise  in  his  own  name,  for  that  he 
(as  to  the  same  third  part)  is  thereof  tenant  in  common,  &c., 
because  he  commeth  to  this  third  by  force  of  the  release,  and 
not  only  by  force  of  the  joynture."^^ 

g  333.     In  actions  of  assumpsit  cotenants  may  properly 

be  joined,*  according  to  expressions  contained  in  some  of  the 
decisions;  but  it  is  maintained  by  the  great  majority  of  the 
authorities  that  cotenants  not  only  may  but  must  join  in  as- 
sumpsit, unless  the  non-joinder  be  waived  by  the  defendant.'* 
In  Alabama,  this  question  has  been  considered  on  several  oc- 
casions. The  Judges  there  arrived  at  a  conclusion  which  they 
announce  to  be  "the  result  of  sound  reason  and  the  best 
authorities,  that  when  a  conversion  has  been  committed  against 
several,  all  the  parties  in  interest  waiving  the  tort  may  join, 
if  they  like,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit;  but  that  they  are  under 

'  Roscoe  on  Actions,  6. 
^  Litt.  sec.  312. 

3  Price  V.  Pickett,  21  Ala.  741. 

■•  GUmore  v.  Wilbur,  12  Pick.  124;  Irwin's  Admr,  v.  Brown's  Exr.  35  Pa.  St.  ;}32; 
Mooers  v.  Bunker,  9  Foster,  427;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  234. 


391  ACTIONS    AGAINST    STBANGERS.  §g  334-35 

no  legal  compidsion  to  do  so,  for  that  any  number  less  than 
all,  or  any  separate  one,  may  bring  assumpsit  for  his  or  then- 
share  or  interest  without  joining  the  rest."' 

§334.     Avowries.— "Originally  those   making   avowries 
in  distress  for  rent  were  obliged  to  set  out  tlieir  title  in  the 
avowr}-,  and  then  prove  that  title  as  set  out,  and  great  nicety 
was  required  in  this  part  of  the  case,  and  gi-eat  difficulty  in 
hunting  up  and  proving  old  deeds. "^    Co-owners  making  an 
avowry  were  subjected,  as  to  joinder,  to  the  rules  applicable 
to  them  when  they  were  prosecuting  real  actions.    Where  their 
title  was  joint,  as  in  case  of  parceners  and  joint-tenants,  all 
were  required  to  join  in  the  avowry;  or  if  one  alone  had  dis- 
trained, he  might  avow  in  his  own  right  and  as  bailiff  to  the 
other,  in  which  case  the  return  was  adjudged  to  him  in  his 
own  right  and  as  bailiff  to  the  other.''     Tenants  in  common, 
on  the  other  hand,  as  they  held  separate  and  distinct  estates, 
were  required  to  sever  in  makiAg  an  avowry.*     "If  two  ten- 
ants in  common  make  a  lease  of  their  tenement,  for  a  term  of 
years  rendering  rent,  if  the  rent  be  behind,  they  shall  have 
an  action  of  debt  against  the  lessee,  and  not  divers  actions, 
for  the  action  is  in  the  personalty.    But  in  an  avowry  for  rent, 
they  ought  not  to  be  joined,  for  this  is  in  the  realty;  and  this 
distinction  between  debt  for  rent  and  avowry  appears  to  have 
been  uniformly  recognized.     The  reason  is,  that  the  avowry 
savors  of  the  realty;  but  until  distress  and  avomy,  the  rent 
is  in  the  personalty,  and  then  it  can  be  released  by  one  of  the 
tenants  in  common.     It  is  the  distress  on  the  land  which 
makes  the  rent  partake  of  the  realty."^ 

jj  335.     In  the  prosecution  of  an  action   on   the  case 

to  recover  for  damages  arising  from  a  tort,  as  where  tenants 
in  common  or  other  cotenants  of   a  mill  sue  to  recover  for 

1  Tankersley  v.  Childers,  23  Ala.  783;  Smith'B  Exr.  v.  Wiley,  22  Ala.  405. 

■'  Jones  V.  Gundrim,  3  WattB  &  B.  534. 

3  Pullen  V.  Palmer,  5  Mod.  73;  S.  C.  3  Salk.  207;  Leigh  v.  Sheppard,  2  Bro.  A  B. 
465;  Stedman  v.  Batea,  1  Ld.  Kaym.  04;  OHmor  t-.  Sheafe,  Lutw.  1210;  Culloy  o. 
Spearman,  2  H.  Bla.  388.  . 

*  Litt  Bee.  317;  3  Rob.  Pr.  157-8;  CuUey  v.  Spcarmau,  2  H.  Black,  388;  Uarnsou 
V.  Bamby,  5  T.  R.  249;  DalHon  v.  Tyson,  3  Salk.  204;  Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 

718. 
!>  Decker  v.  Livingston,  15  Johns.  481. 
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diverting  and  withholding  water  from  their  mill,  or  where 
cotenants  of  a  reversion  seek  to  recover  for  injuries  to  their 
reversionary  interest,  all  the  cotenants  may  and  ought  to 
join.'  So  tenants  in  common  must  join  in  an  action  on  the 
case  for  destroying  their  charter  or  their  title  deeds. ^ 

§  336.     In  regard  to  covenants,  it  is  said  to  have  "  been 

settled  from  an  early  day  that  all  covenants,  including  cove- 
nants for  title,  are  to  be  construed  as  joint  or  several,  accord- 
ing to  the  interest  taken  by  the  parties  to  whom  they  are  made, 
or  in  whom  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  them  has  vested. 
Thus,  in  Slingsby's  case,^  which  is  generally  cited  as  the  lead- 
ing authority,  where  the  defendant  granted  to  four,  although 
he  covenanted  '  %vith  each  and  every  of  them '  that  he  was 
seized  in  fee,  yet  it  was  held  that  all  must  join  in  an  action  on 
the  covenant,  and  this  principle  has  since  been  recognized  in 
many  other  cases."*  Covenants  for  title  may  be  personal 
merely,  or  they  may  run  with  the  land.  Actions  on  the 
former  are  regarded  as  personal.  Therefore,  the  several  cov- 
enantees must  join  in  pursuing  their  remedy  against  the  cove- 
nantor.^ In  reference  to  covenants  running  with  the  land,  the 
general  rule  is  that  if  the  covenantees  "have  a  joint  interest 
in,  and  are  jointly  entitled  to,  the  estate  to  which  the  cove- 
nants are  annexed,  they  must  bring  a  joint  action  upon  the 
covenants;  and  separate  actions  when  they  have  several 
estates,  and  a  separate  and  distinct  damage  has  accrued  to 
each.  Joint -tenants  must  sue  jointly  in  respect  of  their 
joint  estate.""  "  Upon  covenants  running  with  the  land,  and 
coming  to  parties  either  as  tenants  in  common  or  joint- 
tenants,  the  action  must  be  joint  or  several,  according  as  a 
joint  duty  arises  in  favor  of  all,  or  separate  duties  to  each.^ 
If  a  covenant  of  general  warranty  be  broken  by  the  eviction 
of  the  heirs  of   the  covenantee,  they  must  jointly  sue  the 

1  Rich  V.  Penfield,  1  Wend.  385;    Putney  v.  Lapliam,  10  Gush.  232;    Addison  on 
Torts,  67. 

2  Daniels  v.  Daniels,  7  Mass.  135. 
»  5  Coke,  18. 

*  Rawle  on  Covenants,  557. 

*  Lavrrence  i'.  Montgomery,  37  Cal.  189. 
8  Addison  on  Contracts,  784. 

'  Addison  on  Contracts,  785;  Magnay  v.  Edwards.  13  C.  B.  479;  S.  C.  22  L.  J.  C.  P 
170. 
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corenantor.     He  is  uot  liable  to  as  many  suits  as  there  are 
lieii's  of  liis  grantee.'     But  if  a  deed  containing  covenants  of 
general  warranty  be  made  to  several  as  tenants  in  common, 
each  thereby  acquires  a  several  freehold,  and,  in  the  event 
of  his  subsequent  e-s-iction  by  title  paramount,  may  sustain  a 
separate  action  against  the  -warrautor.-    "  If  lands  are  grauted 
to  three  as  tenants  in  common,  with  warranty  to  all  jointly,  it 
is  nevertheless  several  to  each.    Here,  it  will  be  noticed,  that 
the  warranty  has  relation  to  the  right,  (as  all  covenants  for 
title  have, )  not  the  possession ;  and  also,  that  the  advantage 
it  promises  one  is  nothing  to  the  other,  no  community  of  right 
or  title  subsisting  between  them.    But  where  a  covenant  with 
tenants  in  common  respects  their  possession,  the  case  is 
changed,  and  all  are  jointly  concerned,  since  their  possession 
to  which  it  is  accessory  is  joint,  and  the  benefit  proposed  the 
same  to  each."''    A  covenant  made  by  a  lessee  in  favor  of  his 
lessors,  who  are  tenants  in  common,  that  he  will  keep  the 
premises  in  repair,  is  a  covenant  in  which  all  the  lessors  have 
a  joint  interest.     They  are  therefore  required  to  bring  a  joint 
action  for  damages  occasioned  by  a  breach  of  such  covenant. 
This  is  true  although  the  lease  in  which  the  covenant  was  in- 
serted reserves  rent  payable  to  the  several  owners  in  propor- 
tion to  their  respective  interests.    In  discussing  this  question, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  said:    "The  instru- 
ment on  which  the  plaintiffs  instituted  their  suit  was  a  lease 
from  the  plaintiffs  and  various  other  persons  interested  in 
different  proportions  in  the  property  demised,  and  by  the 
terms  of  which  lease  rent  was  reserved  and  made  payable  to 
the  several  owners  in  the  proportion  of  their  respective  in- 
terests.   So  far  as  the  reservation  and  payment  of  rent  to  the 
covenantees,  according  to  their  several  interests,  made  a  part 
of  the  lease,  the  contract  was  several,  and  each  of  the  cove- 
nantees could  sue  separately  for  his  portion  of  the  rent  ex- 
pressly reserved  to  him.     But  in  this  same  lease,  there  is  a 
covenant  between  the  proprietors  and  the  lessee,  that  the  latter 

I  Paul )'.  Witman,  3  Watts  &  S.  408;  Tapscott  i'.  WUliams,  10  Ohio,  443;  Decliarms 
V.  Ilorwood,  10  liiug.  52C. 

■^  Swctt  V.  Tatrick,  11  Maine,  170;  Lamb  r.  Danfortli.  5!)  Maine,  3-24. 

^  nammond  on  PartieK,  30.  But  in  Main<',  tenants  in  common  need  not  join  in  an 
action  iganst  their  fjruntor  for  a  breach  of  tlie  coveuantrt  of  warranty  in  biH  dwd. 
Lunib  ('.  Danfortli,  50  Me.  321. 
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shall  keep  the  premises  in  good  and  tenantable  repair,  and 
shall  return  the  same  to  the  proprietors  in  the  like  condition, 
and  it  is  upon  this  covenant,  or  for  the  breach  thereof,  that 
the  action  of  the  plaintiffs  has  been  brought.  Is  this  a  joint 
or  several  covenant?  It  has  been  contended  that  it  is  not 
joint,  because  its  stipulations  are  with  the  several  covenantees 
jointly  and  severally.  But  the  answer  to  this  position  is  this: 
Are  not  all  the  covenantees  interested  in  the  preservation  of 
the  property  demised,  and  is  any  one,  or  a  greater  portion  of 
them,  exclusively  and  separately  interested  in  its  preserva- 
tion? And  would  not  the  dilapidation  or  destruction  of  that 
property  inevitably  affect  and  impair  the  interests  of  all,  how- 
ever it  might  and  necessarily  would  so  affect  them  in  unequal 
amounts?  It  would  seem  difficult  to  imagine  a  condition  of 
parties  from  which  an  instance  of  joint  interests  could  stand 
out  in  more  prominent  relief.  This  conclusion,  so  obvious 
upon  the  authority  of  reason,  is  sustained  by  express  adjudi- 
cations vipon  covenants  essentially  the  same  with  that  on 
which  the  plaintiffs  in  the  case  have  sued."* 

§  337.  Replevin  and  Detinue. — Each  cotenant  has  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  all  the  chattels  of  the  cotenancy  equal  to 
the  right  of  each  of  his  companions  in  interest,  and  superior 
to  that  of  all  other  persons.  In  a  contest  carried  on  at  law 
to  recover  the  possession  of  a  chattel  from  a  person  having  no 
right  to  such  possession,  and  in  behalf  of  a  cotenant  having 
such  right,  it  would  seem  that  such  contest  ought  to  result  in 
favor  of  the  cotenant,  and  against  the  third  person.  Clearly 
the  cotenant  is  entitled  to  the  possession,  and  as  clearly  the 
stranger  to  the  cotenancy  is  not.  Notwithstanding  this  clear 
right  in  the  cotenant,  it  is  certain  that,  by  the  common  law, 
the  possession  of  a  chattel  could  not  be  recovered  from  a 
stranger,  in  an  action  brought  by  less  than  all  the  owners 
thereof,  if  he  thought  proper  to  avail  himself  of  the  non-joinder 
of  the  others."    This  rule  was  equally  applicable  whether  the 

'  Calvert  v.  Bradley,  16  How.  U.  S.  596.  See  also  Foley  v.  Addenbrooke,  4  Ad.  & 
El.  197;  Kitchen  v.  Buckley,  1  Lev.  109;  S.  C.  1  Sid.  157;  Bradburne  v.  Botfield,  14 
Mees.  &  W.  559;  Thompson  v.  Hakewell,  19  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  713;  S.  C.  35  L.  J.  (N.  S.) 
C.  P.  18;  3  Rob.  Pr.  159;  Servante  v.  James,  10  Barn.  &  C.  410. 

^  Bell  V.  Hogan,  1  Stew.  537;  D'Wolf  v.  Harris,  4  Mason,  538;  Hart  v.  Fitzgerald,  2 
Mass.  511;  Gardner  D.Dutch,  9  Mass.  426;  May  v.  Parker,  12  Pick.  38;  Rogers  v. 
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owners  were  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  or  tenants  in  common. 
In  the  vast  majority  of  the  decisions  upon  this  subject,  no 
other  reason  is  given  than  that,  by  the  general  rule  of  the 
common  law,  all  cotenants  must  join  in  actions  personal.  No 
doubt  this  is  the  best  reason  that  can  be  given,  and  is  the 
only  one  upon  which  the  decisions  can  be  clearly  justified. 
Judges  have,  however,  occasionally  undertaken  to  ground 
their  decisions  upon  this  subject  upon  something  in  addition 
to  a  mere  technical  rule  of  the  common  law.  Thus,  Black, 
Justice,  in  the  case  of  Prichard's  Admr.  v.  Culver,^  said: 
"  The  ^nmar// object  of  the  action  is  to  recover  back  the 
chattel  itself,  and  damages  for  taking  and  detaining  it  follow 
such  recovery.  The  secondarij  object  of  the  action  is  to  re- 
cover a  sum  of  money  equivalent  to  the  value  of  the  property 
claimed,  and  likewise  a  compensation  for  the  injmy  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff,  if  the  defendant  will  not  yield  possession  of 
the  property  for  the  recovery  of  which  the  suit  has  been  in- 
stituted. Where  the  chattel  is  held  in  joint-tenancy  or  in 
common,  the  right  of  possession  is  in  all  the  tenants  or  part 
owners,  and  not  of  any  one  of  them.  Until  there  is  a  sever- 
ance, no  one  of  the  owners  can  by  law  sustain  a  claim  to  the 
exclusive  possession  of  the  chattel.  His  right  to  the  posses- 
sion is  no  stronger  than  that  of  his  cotenant.  If  such  were 
not  the  rule  of  law,  and  there  were  six  o^^^lers  in  joint- 
tenancy  or  in  common,  five  of  these  owners  might  institute 
their  separate  actions  of  replevin  against  the  sixth  cotenant, 
each  claiming  the  possession  by  his  suit,  and  each  might  ob- 
tain a  judgment  for  the  restoration  of  the  property,  or  dam- 
ages to  its  value.  To  which  of  the  five  should  the  sheriff 
deliver  the  property,  if  the  defendant  should  not  give  security 
on  the  writ  being  served?  *  *  *  In  our  jl^dgment,  therefore, 
a  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common  cannot  maintain  replevin 
for  his  share  of  an  undivided  chattel  against  his  cotenant, 
nor,  as  we  conceive,  against  a  third  person  who  may  happen 
to  have  possession  of  it.     The  right  to  the  possession  is  an 

Arnold,  12  Wend.  30;  Reiniheimer  w.  Hemingway,  35  Pa.  St.  438;  Cain  r.  Wriglit,  5 
Jones  Law,  283;  Coster  v.  N.  Y.  and  Eric  R.  R.  Co.,  G  Ducr,  4C;  S.  0.  3  Abb.  Tr.  340; 
Price  i>.  Talley'H  Admr.  18  Ala.  25;  ParHOHH  v.  Boyd,  20  Ala.  117;   1  Chitty  PI.  103; 
McArthur  v.  Lane,  15  Me.  240. 
i2Harr.  Del.  129. 
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entire  right,  and  all  the  owners  must  unite  in  the  action." 
The  rule  that  an  action  of  detinue  cannot  be  maintained 
unless  the  plaintiff  has  the  entire  interest  in  the  thing  sued 
for,  seems  to  admit  of  no  exception  and  to  yield  to  no  con- 
siderations of  hardship  or  inconvenience.  In  Alabama,  an 
infant  owning  one-fourth  of  certain  slaves  died.  By  the  law 
in  force  in  that  State,  the  personal  property  of  a  deceased 
person  did  not  on  his  death  vest  in  his  heirs,  and  they  could 
maintain  no  action  for  its  recovery  until  they  could  deduce 
title  through  an  administrator  in  virtue  of  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions. After  the  death  of  the  infant,  the  other  part 
owners,  who  were  also  the  infant's  heirs  at  law,  brought  an 
action  of  detinue  to  recover  the  slaves.  No  administrator 
had  ever  been  appointed  on  the  infant's  estate.  The  plain- 
tiffs in  the  action  were  met  and  overcome  with  the  objection 
that  they  did  not  have  an  entire  interest  in  the  property 
sought  to  be  recovered.  ^  In  an  action  of  detinue  for  a  horse, 
the  evidence  adduced  established  that  the  plaintiffs  father 
gave  him  one-half  of  the  horse  for  raising  it;  that  plaintiff 
had  been  in  possession  of  the  horse  several  years  when  the 
father  gave  his  half  to  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  then  an 
infant  three  or  four  years  of  age.  The  terms  of  this  gift 
were  that  plaintiff  should  do  as  he  pleased  \nth  the  horse, 
but  should  let  the  daughter  have  one-half  of  him.  Soon 
after  this  gift  to  the  daughter,  the  horse  came  into  the  pos- 
session of  a  third  person.  The  father  of  the  infant  then 
owning  one-half  of  the  horse,  in  his  own  right  brought  an 
action  of  detinue  without  Joining  his  daughter.  The  Court 
held  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  should  be 
treated  either  as  bailee  or  as  trustee  of  his  daughter;  and 
that  whether  considered  as  bailee  or  trustee,  he  could  sustain 
this  action  as  against  a  stranger  to  the  title. '^ 

§  338.      Replevin   of   Severable    Chattels.— When   the 

property  of  a  cotenancy  is  in  its  nature  severable,  so  as  to 
authorize  either  of  the  parties  to  make  a  division  thereof,  or 
to  authorize  an  officer  to  make  a  severance  thereof  upon  levy- 
ing upon  the  interest  of  the  cotenant,  the  part  severed  be- 

'  Miller  v.  Eatman,  11  Ala.  614. 
^  Kirk  V.  Kirk,  3  Dana,  54. 
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comes  the  sole  property  of  him  in  whose  behalf  the  sever- 
ance was  effected.  Hence,  if  an  officer  \e\\  upon  severable 
chattels  exempt  from  execution,  and  make  a  severance  there- 
of, the  cotenant  upon  whose  interest  the  levy  was  made  may, 
without  joining  his  companion,  sustain  an  action  against  tho 
officer,  and  recover  from  him  the  chattels  which  he  has  sev- 
ered and  has  undertaken  to  appropriate  to  the  satisfaction  of 
his  writ.' 

^  339.  Ejectment  by  Joint  -  Tenants. — Joint  -  tenants 
should  join  in  actions  to  recover  possession  of  their  realty. - 
But  joint-tenants  may  make  separate  demises.  Each  may 
therefore  recover  in  ejectment  on  his  separate  demise,  for 
such  demise  operates  as  a  severance  of  tho  joint-tenancy.^ 

§  340.  Ejectment  by  Coparceners. — Parceners  may  de- 
clare on  a  joint  demise,^  or  each  may  declare  on  her  several 
demise.^  They  may  therefore  sue  jointly  for  the  possession 
of  their  real  estate,  or  each  may  sue  for  her  moiety. 

g  341. — Ejectment  by  Tenants  in  Common. — According 
to  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  tenants  in  common  could 
not  join  in  ejectment.'^  "  From  the  character  of  the  estate  in 
common,  tenants  in  common  cannot  join  in  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  the  estate.  The  interest  of  each  is  separate  and 
distinct.  The  subject  of  the  action  in  such  case  would  be  the 
whole  estate,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  either  of  the  parties 
is  interested  in  the  whole  estate,  but  only  in  an  undivided 
moiety.""  The  reason  for  this  rule  of  tho  common  law  was 
well  explained  by  Tilghman,  C.  J.,  in  White  v.  Pickering,^  by 
the  use  of  the  following  language:  "  In  making  out  tho  plain- 
tiffs' title,  it  appeared  that  they  were  tenants  in  common,  and 

I  Newton  v.  Howe,  29  Wis.  534. 

'^  Dewey  v.  Lambier,  7  Cal.  347. 

»  Roe  V.  Lonsdale,  12  East,  39;  Doe  v.  Reed,  12  East,  57;  Doc  v.  Fenn,  3  Camp,  190. 

*  Boner  r.  Juner,  Ld.  Raym.  72G. 

s  Doe  V.  Pearson,  C  East,  179;  Roe  r.  Lonsdale,  12  lb.  39. 

'■■  Mantler  v.  Wollington,  Cro.  Jac.  ICC;  Hillhouse  v.  Mix,  1  Root,  247;  Rogers  v. 
Turley,  4  Bibb.  355;  DeJohnson  i'.  Sepulbeda,  5  Cal.  150;  Doe  r.  PottH,  1  llawkn,  4C9; 
Wathen  r.  English,  1  Mo.  74C;  Innis  i-.  Crawford,  4  Bibb.  241;  Dubc  v.  Smith,  1  Mo. 
313;  Gaines  i'.  Buford,  1  Dana,  481;  Doe  c.  Erriugton,  1  Ad.  &  El.  750;  Mooru  i'. 
Funsden,  1  Show,  342;  Heatherby  r.  Weston,  2  Wils.  233. 

T  Thockmorton  v.  Burr,  5  Cal.  400. 

"  12  Scrg.  &  R.  435. 


§  342  ACTIONS    AGAINST    STRANGERS.  398 

the  declaration  setting  forth  a  joint  demise  from  all  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  defendants'  counsel  insisted  that  the  plaintiffs  ought 
not  to  recover,  because  the  title  given  in  evidence  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  declaration.  Although  the  action  of  eject- 
ment is  founded  on  a  fiction,  contrived  for  the  convenience  of 
suitors,  yet  there  is  a  certain  point  where  fiction  ends  and 
truth  begins.  The  lease  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  a 
fiction :  he  is  therefore  not  required  to  prove  that  such  a  lease 
was  actually  made.  But  it  is  necessary  to  show  such  an  estate 
as  would  have  given  him  a  right  to  make  the  lease  set  forth 
in  the  declaration.  Therefore,  if  it  appear  that  the  title  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  vested  in  him  till  after  the 
commencement  of  the  lease  he  cannot  recover.  This  is  a 
principle  which  cannot  be  denied;  so  that  the  question  simply 
is,  whether  the  title  set  forth  in  the  declaration  accords  with 
the  title  given  in  evidence.  The  declaration  states  that  all  the 
plaintiffs  jointly  demised  the  land:  the  evidence  proved  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  separate  interests  in  the  land,  and  that  each 
had  only  an  undivided  part;  consequently,  neither  of  them 
had  a  right  to  demise  the  whole.  There  is  no  privity  between 
the  plaintiffs:  the  estate  of  each  is  distinct  from  the  other; 
and  they  cannot  join  in  a  demise,  such  as  is  set  forth  in  the 
declaration."  But  the  rules  of  the  common  law  in  regard  to 
tenants  in  common  suing  for  possession  of  the  lands  of  the 
cotenancy  have  been  so  modified  in  most  of  the  States  of  the 
American  Union,  as  to  permit  the  tenants  in  common  to  sue 
jointly  whenever  they  choose  so  to  do.^  This  modification 
has  generally  resulted  from  statutory  enactments.  This,  how- 
ever, has  not  been  universally  the  case,  for  there  are  decisions 
in  which,  independent  of  statutory  considerations,  the  right 
of  tenants  in  common  to  make  a  joint  demise,  and  the  con- 
sequent right  of  their  lessor  to  maintain  ejectment,  have  been 
vigorously  sustained. - 

§  342.  Whether  Cotenant  can  recover  different  interest 
than  one  sued  for. — The  general  proposition  of  law  that  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  less  but  never  more  than  he  sues  for, 

'  Poole  V.  Fleeger,  11  Pet.  212;  Gray  v.  Givens,  2G  Mo.  303;  Hick^  v.  Rogers,  4 
Cranch,  165;  Hillhouse  v.  Mix,  1  Root,  247;  Swett  v.  Patrick,  11  Me.  180. 

-  Jackson  v.  Bradt,  2  Cai.  173;  Alford  i'.  Dewiu,  1  Nev.  211;  Nixou  v.  Potts,  1 
Hawks,  470;  Hoyle  v.  Stow,  2  Dev.  321;  Burrow's  Lessee  v.  Nave,  2  Yerg.  228. 
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applies  to  actions  brought  by  a  tenant  in  common  to  recover 
possession  of  real  estate.  It  has  sometimes  been  held  that 
to  permit  a  plaintiff  suing  for  the  whole  to  recover  on  proof 
of  right  to  a  moiety,  or  when  suing  for  a  specified  moiety  to 
recover  upon  showing  his  right  to  a  smaller  moiety,  would 
involve  the  Court  in  the  technical  difficulty  of  having  a  judg- 
ment and  verdict  not  corresponding  to  the  complaint,  ' '  in- 
asmuch as  a  different  title  is  established  in  the  former  from 
that  which  is  described  in  the  latter."  On  this  account,  there 
have  been  instances  in  which  plaintiff's,  though  showing  a 
clear  right  to  a  lesser  interest  than  that  alleged  to  have  been 
demised  to  them,  were  not  allowed  to  recover  anything.'  But 
the  weight  of  the  authorities  now  bears  in  an  opposite  direc- 
tion, and  in  favor  of  the  rule  that  plaintiff  claiming  the  whole 
may  recover  a  part;  or  claiming  a  specific  part,  may  recover 
a  smaller  portion.^ 

§  343.  Whether  one  can  recover  possession  of  the 
whole. — A  tenant  in  common  is,  as  against  every  person  but 
his  cotenants,  entitled  to  the  possession  of  every  part  of  the 
common  lands.  He  may  therefore,  in  most  of  the  States,  re- 
cover the  possession  of  all  such  lands  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  against  a  stranger  to  the  common  title. ^  In 
one  instance  where  it  was  insisted  that  a  tenant  in  common 
could  recover  only  to  the  extent  of  his  interest,  the  Court 
said :  "It  has  been  so  often  held  that  one  tenant  in  common 
can  recover  the  entire  premises  as  against  a  mere  trespasser 
without  joining  his  cotenants  as  plaintiffs,  we  are  surj^rised 
that  counsel  should  make  the  last  point  presented  in  their 
brief."*    Notwithstanding  the  surprise  expressed  by  the  Court 

'  Cole  V.  Irvine,  6  Hill,  C39;  Holmes  v.  Seely,  17  Wend.  75;  Gillettw.  Stanley,  1 
Hill,  121;  Carroll  v.  Norwood,  5  Har.  &  J.  155. 

■=  Dewey  v.  Bro^vn,  2  Pick.  388;  Burgess  v.  Purvis,  1  Burr.  326;  Ablettv.  Skinner,  1 
Siderf.  229;  Davis'  Lessee  v.  Wbitesidcs,  1  Bibb.  513;  Ward's  Heirs  d.  Harrison,  3 
Bibb.  305;  Kellogg  v.  Kellogg,  G  Barb.  131;  Gray  v.  Givens,  2G  Mo.  303;  McFaddcn  v. 
Haley,  2  Bay.  457;  Middleton  v.  Perry,  Id.  541;  Perry  v.  Walker,  Id.  461;  Boyleston 
V.  Cordes,  4  McCord,  144;  Stark  v.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  371;  Toucbard  v.  Crow,  20  Cal. 
162;  Smitb  v.  Starkweatber,  5  Day,  209;  Baker  v.  Chastang,  18  Ala.  417. 

*  Robinson  v.  Roberts,  31  Coun.  145:  Clark  v.  Vaugliau,  3  Conn.  193;  Phillips  v. 
Medburj-,  7  Coun.  572;  Sbarou  i-.  Davidson,  4  Nov.  419;  Collier  i'.  Corbett,  15  Cal.  185; 
Clark  r.  Huber,  20  Cal.  197;  Hart  i-.  Robertson,  21  Cal.  348;  Rowo  v.  Bacigalluppi,  21 
Cal.  635;  Hibbard  v.  Foster,  24  Vt.  546.    See  also  the  authorities  cited  to  sec.  344, 

*  Treat  v.  lieillv,  35  Cal.  131. 
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in  this  case,  the  counsel  who  insisted  on  this  point  were  not 
without  respectable  authorities  to  sustain  them.  Thus,  in  an 
early  case  in  Massachusetts,  the  Court  said:  "The  demand- 
ant, upon  production  of  her  title,  shows  that  she  is  coheir 
with  five  others :  she  will  therefore  have  justice  done  to  her, 
if  she  is  allowed  to  recover  an  undivided  sixth  part.  The 
tenant,  being  in  possession,  ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  except 
by  those  who  have  the  right.  Non  constat  that  the  other  co- 
heirs are  not  as  willing  that  the  tenant  should  occupy  the  land, 
as  that  the  demandant  should."'  So  in  Missouri,  it  is  still 
maintained  that  "as  the  right  of  possession,  which  depends 
on  title,  is  several,  a  recovery  by  one  will  restore  him  only  a 
moiety  of  the  disseizor,  who  will  hold  the  other  moiety  with 
him  in  common."^  A  like  doctrine  is  established  in  Pennsyl- 
vania.^ 

^  344.     Actions  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer  may  be 

brought  by  each  tenant  in  common  separately.  Thus,  where 
L  and  B,  tenants  in  common,  were  forcibly  dispossessed,  L 
alone  brought  his  action,  and  the  defendant  insisted  that  B 
also  should  have  been  joined  as  plaintiff.  But  the  Court  said : 
"This  objection  cannot  be  sustained.  Any  one  tenant  in 
common  may  sue  though  his  cotenants  do  not  join  in  the 
action.  And  this  may  be  done  either  in  ejectment  or  in 
forcible  entry  and  detainer.  L  had  been  put  out  of  posses- 
sion, and  he  might  well  maintain  his  action  to  regain  it,  with- 
out joining  his  cotenant  B.  Actions  for  personal  jproperty 
must  be  in  the  names  of  all  the  joint  owners,  but  not  so  in 
real  actions."^  So,  it  is  said,  one  coparcener  or  joint-tenant 
may,  without  joining  his  or  her  companion  in  interest,  re- 
cover possession  of  the  whole  premises,  in  an  action  of 
forcible  entry  and  detainer,  against  a  stranger  to  the  title; 
because,  1st:  "The  possession  of  one  is  the  possession  of 
both,  in  contemplation  of  law.  Hence,  a  recovery  in  this 
form  of  action  by  one  would  enure  to  the  benefit  of  both, 
and  the  pendency  of  the  judgment  might  be  pleaded  to  a. 

1  Dewey  v.  Brown,  2  Pick.  387. 

'■^  Gray  v.  Givens,  2G  Mo.  303. 

^  Dawson  v.  Mills,  32  Pa.  St.  302. 

^  Turner  v.  Lumbrich,  Meigs,  11;  Allen  v.  Gibson,  4  Rand.  477. 
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proceeding  of  the  otlier  for  the  same  cause."'  2d,  because: 
' '  The  only  question  is  whether  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  posses- 
sion as  against  the  defendant;  and  as  against  all  others  than 
his  companions,  a  joint-tenant,  tenant  in  common,  or  copar- 
cener, is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  whole."'" 

§  345.  For  Insurance. — If  two  cotenants  effect  an  insur- 
ance upon  their  common  property  in  their  joint  names,  "upon 
familiar  principles,  both  the  joint  contractors  should  join  in 
bringing  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  the 
omission  to  join  them  is  a  good  defence."^ 

§  346.  For  Rents. — "If  two  tenants  in  common  make  a 
lease  of  their  tenements  to  another  for  termo  of  years,  ren- 
dring  to  them  a  certaine  rent  yearely  during  the  terme,  if  the 
rent  be  behind,  &c.,  the  tenants  in  common  shall  have  an 
action  of  debt  against  the  lessee,  and  not  divers  actions,  for 
that  the  action  is  in  the  personalty."*  This  rule  is  confined 
to  a  joint  lease  made  by  the  tenants  in  common,  in  which 
there  is  a  joint  reservation  of  rent.  "If  there  bo  separate 
reservations  to  each,  then  there  must  be  separate  actions.'^ 
So  if  the  original  lease  be  made  resejTving  an  entire  rent, 
and  afterwards  the  lessee  has  notice  to  pay  a  moiety  of  the 
rent  to  each  of  the  cotenants,  and  the  rent  is  so  paid  and  re- 
ceipts given  accordingly,  it  becomes  "a  question  of  fact,  upon 
the  whole  evidence,  whether  the  parties  thereby  meant  to  enter 
into  a  new  contract,  with  a  separate  reservation  of  rent  to 
each,  or  whether  they  meant  to  continue  the  old  reservation 
of  rent,  each  receiving  his  own  moiety."^  Where  a  joint 
lease  was  made  by  two  tenants  in  common,  and  a  memoran- 
dum was  annexed  to  the  lease  as  a  part  thereof,  stipulating 
that  one-half  of  the  rent  reserved  should  bo  paid  to  each  of 
the  lessors,  and  all  the  covenants  in  the  lease  were  to  and  with 
both  lessors,  the  Court  held  that:  "  Tho  effect  of  the  memor- 
andum was  not  to  abrogate  that  covenant  in  tho  lease,"  (L  e. 

'  Rabe  v.  Fyler,  10  Smcdcs  &  M.  446. 

■^  Allen  V.  Gibson,  4  Piand.  477. 

^  Tate  ti.  Citizens'  Mutual  Firo  Ins.  Co.  13  Gray,  81. 

<  Litt.  sec.  31C;  Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  1  Ring.  N.  C.  717;  Decker  i'.  Livingston,  15  Johns. 
482;  Sherman  v.  Ballou,  8  Cow.  308. 

"  Powis  V.  Smith,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  851;  S.  C.  1  Dowl.  &  R.  490;  Last  v.  Dinn,  28  L. 
J.  Ex.  94. 

C.  &  p.— 26 
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the  covenant  to  pay  rent, )  ' '  but  only  to  regulate  the  mode  of 
payment,  and  to  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  the  lessee  was 
to  fulfil  his  covenant.  Instead  of  performing  his  agreement, 
by  a  payment  or  tender  of  the  whole  rent  to  one  of  the  joint 
lessors,  as  he  might  well  do  in  the  absence  of  a  special  agree- 
ment, he  was  required  to  pay  a  moiety  to  each.  But  tliis 
does  not  make  the  previous  contract  several,  so  as  to  change 
the  remedy  of  the  lessors  for  its  breach  into  separate  actions. 
*  *  "^  It  is  not  to  be  overlooked  that  all  the  covenants  in  the 
lease  are  made  to  the  plaintiffs  jointly;  that  the  demise  itself 
is  joint,  and  the  remedy  of  expelling  the  lessee  in  case  of  non- 
payment of  rent  is  also  joint.  It  cannot  be  reasonably  sup- 
posed that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  by  the  memor- 
andum, to  bind  the  lessors  to  pursue  each  a  separate  remedy 
for  breach  of  one  covenant  in  a  lease,  in  which  all  the  other 
cotenants  were  made  to  them  jointly,  and  for  breach  of  which 
they  could  pursue  a  joint  remedy."^  "The  owner  of  an  un- 
divided portion  of  a  ground-rent  may  maintain  a  separate 
action  of  covenant  for  his  proportion  of  rents  in  arrears."" 
' '  Joint-tenants  being  seized  per  mie  and  per  tout,  and  deriving 
by  one  and  the  same  title,  must  sue  jointly  on  their  joint  lease, 
and  they  must  join  in  an  action  of  debt  or  in  an  avowry  for 
rent;  "'^  and  the  same  rule  seems  to  be  equally  applicable  to  co- 
parceners.^ A  tenant  in  common  though,  as  against  a  stranger, 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  entire  premises,  cannot  re- 
cover rents  for  more  than  his  moiety.^  If  a  reversion  is  sev- 
ered by  the  death  of  the  lessor  and  the  consequent  descent 
to  his  heir  at  law,  the  rent  will  thereby  be  apportioned,  and 
each  of  the  heirs  may  separately  bring  actions  for  his  propor- 
tion.*' "  On  the  death  of  the  lessor,  the  rent  has  to  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  heirs  on  whom  the  estate  is  cast.  In  all 
cases  of  apportionment  of  rent,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  tenant 
to  pay  each  party  the  proportion  of  rent  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled.    This  liability  of  the  tenant  forms  an  exception  to  the 

'  Wall  V.  Hinds,  4  Gray,  268. 

'  Cook  V.  Brightly,  46  Pa.  St.  445.    See  also  Hennecker  f.  Turner,  4  Barn.  &  C.  157; 
Martin  v.  Crompe,  1  Ld.  Eaym.  340. 
^  Barbour  on  Parties,  80. 

*  Decharms  v.  Horwood,  4  Moore  &  Scott,  400. 

*  Muller  V.  Boggs,  25  Cal.  175. 

**  Cole  V.  Patterson,  25  Wend.  457;  Reed  v.  Ward,  22  Penn.  St.  149. 
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rule  that  an  entire  contract  cannot  be  apportioned,  and  that  a 
debtor  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  a  single  demand  in  parcels 
to  several  persons.  The  exception  had  its  origin  in  reasons^ 
of  policy  and  convenience,  and  has  been  long  and  firmly  estab- 
lished. It  is  in  the  power  of  the  tenant  to  avoid  several  suits 
and  distresses,  by  the  prompt  payment  of  the  rent  as  it  falls 
due."^  The  authorities  also  generally  concur  in  asserting  that 
the  apportionment  of  rent  may  be  affected  by  a  grant  or  de- 
vise of  the  reversion  to  two  or  more,  as  well  as  by  descent  to 
several  heiis.- 

§  347.  Trespass. — The  general  rule  of  the  common  law 
that  tenants  in  common  must  join  in  personal  actions,  when 
applied  to  actions  of  trespass,  requires  that  all  the  cotenants 
must  join  if  all  were  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass  en- 
titled to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  property  upon  which 
it  was  committed.  Generally,  but  not  uniformly,  this  rvile  of 
the  common  law  is  still  regarded  as  controlling  actions  of 
trespass.  "That  tenants  in  common  must  join  in  the  action 
of  trespass,  quare  clausum  /regit,  is  well  settled.  There  is 
nothing  in  our  practice  to  require  a  departure  from  the  rule 
of  the  common  law,  but  there  is  great  reason  to  adhere  to  it, 
to  prevent  multipKcity  of  suits,  and  the  inconvenience  that 
would  arise  from  the  bringing  of  several  suits  and  allowing 
several  recoveries  for  the  same  trespass.^  This  rule  of  the 
common  law  has  not  been  altered  by  the  Code  in  New  York.'' 
Where  the  owner  of  land  made  an  agreement  with  another 
person  under  which  the  latter  was  to  raise  a  crop  on  the 
lands  of  the  former,  and  the  crop,  when  raised,  was  to  be 
divided  between  the  two,  it  was  held  that  as  the  two  thereby 
became  tenants  in  common  of  the  crop,  they  should  join  in 
an  action  of  trespass  against  a  third  person  for  cutting  and 

»  Crosby  v.  Loop,  13  111.  G27;  Jones  v.  Felcli,  3  Bosw.  04;  Crugor  v.  MeClaugliry,  51 
Barb.  644;  Ards  v.  Watkiii,  Cro.  Eliz.  G37,  C51;  Ryerson  v.  Quackcnbusli.  '2  Dutch. 
250;  Farley  i'.  Craig,  C  Halnt.  273;  lUvis  v.  Watson,  5  Mces.  .1-  W.  255. 

'■'  Cole  V.  Patterson,  25  Wend.  457;  Reed  v.  Ward,  22  Penn.  St.  149.  Same  autlior- 
ities  as  note  1. 

a  May  V.  Slade,  24  Tex.  208;  Austin  v.  Hall,  13  Johns.  287;  Winters  v.  McGbeo,  3 
Sneed,  128;  Sehvyn's  Nisi  Prius,  13th  cd.  1248;  Com.  Dig.  Abatement  (E  10);  May  v. 
Parker,  12  Pick.  39. 

*  De  Puyt'.  Strong.  37  N.  Y.  373;  S.  C.  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  344. 
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carrying  it  away.^  And  where  mills  were  worked  on  the 
shares,  the  owner  and  occupant,  it  was  thought,  should  be 
considered  quasi  tenants  in  common  of  the  mills  as  well  as  of 
the  profits.  They  were  therefore,  as  such  cotenants,  entitled 
to  join  in  an  action  for  injury  sustained  from  the  withholding 
of  water  from  the  mills. ^  But  where  one  of  the  cotenants  is 
in  exclusive  possession  of  the  property  by  virtue  of  a  contract 
of  sale  with  his  cotenants,  by  which  contract  he  is  entitled 
to  be  and  remain  in  such  exclusive  possession,  he  is  entitled 
to  maintain  in  his  own  name  actions  of  trespass  for  injuries 
to  such  property.^  "Without  any  permanent  severance  of  their 
right  to  possession,  and  without  any  change  in  their  title,  co- 
tenants  may,  for  purposes  of  convenience  and  to  avoid  any 
conflict  of  interests,  agree  each  to  exclusively  occupy  a  spe- 
cific part  of  the  common  lands.  Pending  an  occupancy  taken 
and  held  under  such  an  agreement,  a  trespass  may  be  com- 
mitted on  some  part  of  the  lands,  and  may,  as  when  it  con- 
sists of  the  cutting  of  trees,  result  in  damages  not  confined 
to  the  occupant  of  the  part  trespassed  upon,  but  equally 
affecting  all  the  cotenants.  In  such  case,  the  question  arises, 
can  an  action  of  trespass  be  sustained  by  all  the  part  owners, 
or  must  it  be  prosecuted  by  the  one  then  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  lands  trespassed  upon?  The  answer  which  has 
been  made  to  this  question  is  that  so  long  as  an  exclusive 
possession  of  any  part  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy  is  main- 
tained only  for  purposes  of  mutual  convenience,  and  is  not  so 
hostile  to  the  title  of  the  other  cotenants  as  that,  if  continued, 
it  could  ripen  into  title  in  severalty  by  disseizin,  all  the  co- 
tenants  may  join.  While  the  parties  intend  no  severance  of 
their  cotenancy,  "  it  is  not  for  the  defendant,  who  is  a  stranger 
to  the  title,  to  give  to  that  matter  a  legal  effect  which  was 
never  intended  by  the  parties  in  interest."* 

I  348.     In  actions  of  trespass  to  try  titles,  the  rule  in 

1  Foote  V.  Colvin,  3  Johns.  216;  Moiilton  v.  Robinson,  and  Ladd  v.  Robinson,  27  N. 
H.  (7  Foster)  563;  Hatch  u.  Hart,  40  N.  H.  97. 

2  Rich  V.  Penfield,  1  Wend.  380. 

3  Sparks  1).  Leavy,  1  Robt.  530.  So  where  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  crop  abandons 
and  relinquishes  all  his  interest,  the  other  cotenant,  if  he  have  exclusive  possession, 
may  sustain  an  action  against  a  trespasser.    Hatch  v.  Hart,  40  N.  H.  97. 

*  Johnson  v.  Goodwin,  27  Vt.  291. 
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regard  to  the  joinder  of  plaintiffs  is  the  same  as  in  ejectment, 
viz. ,  each  tenant  in  common  may  maintain  a  separate  action 
for  his  interest.' 

§  349.  In  trover,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  conimon 
law,  all  the  cotenants  must  join,-  in  actions  against  third 
persons,  unless  some  circumstance  appears  by  force  of  which 
the  case  is  excepted  from  the  general  rule.  Cotenants  are 
exempted  from  the  operation  of  this  inile  whenever  something 
has  occm-red  by  reason  of  which  one  or  more  of  their  number 
can  no  longer  sustain  any  action.  Thus,  if  one  of  them  has 
previously  brought  an  action,  and  the  non-joinder  of  his  com- 
panions in  interest  being  waived,  the  action  was  tried  upon 
the  merits  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the  defendant,  here, 
as  the  plaintiff  by  the  principles  of  res  judicata  is  forever  pre- 
cluded from  prosecuting  any  further  proceedings  based  upon 
the  same  alleged  conversion,  his  cotenants  must  be  permitted 
to  bring  suit  without  joining  liim.^  And  so  where  one  co- 
tenant  has  sued,  and  has,  by  failure  of  defendant  to  object 
to  the  non-joinder  of  the  others,  recovered  judgment,  and 
can  therefore  maintain  no  further  action  for  the  original  con- 
version, the  others  may  sue  without  him.^  But  there  are 
American  cases  directly  in  conflict  with  the  general  rule  of 
the  common  law,  and  which  affirm  the  right  of  each  cotenant 
to  bring  a  separate  action  against  a  third  person  who  has 
converted  any  of  the  personal  property  of  the  cotenancy.^ 

^  350.  Waste. — From  the  general  rule  of  law  that  tenants 
in  common  must  join  in  personal  but  never  in  real  actions,  it 
follows  that  "real  actions  of  waste  to  recover  the  place 
wasted  must  therefore  l^e  brought  by  them  separately,  but  in 
a  personal  action  in  the  nature  of  waste  they  must  all  join."" 

1  Hines  v.  Trantham,  27  Ala.  3G1;  Croft  v.  Rains,  10  Tex.  520;  Hooper  v.  Hall,  30 
Tex.  154;  Presley  v.  Holmes  33  Tex.  47G. 

•^  Gilmore  v.  Wilbur,  12  Pick.  124;  Haskell  v.  Jones,  24  Me.  223;  Wheelwright  u. 
Depeystcr,  1  Johns.  471;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  234;  Hall  v.  Page,  4  Geo.  434; 
Stames  v.  Quinn,  C  Geo.  87. 

»  Brizendiue  v.  Frankfort  B.  Co.,  2  B.  Monr.  33. 

*  Sedg^orth  v.  Overend,  7  T.  R.  27i);  Htarnes  v.  Quinn,  C  Geo.  87. 

'■>  Shamhurg  v.  Moorehcad,  4  Brewster,  92;  Boobier  v.  Boobior,  39  Me.  409;  Howard 
V.  SnelliDg,  28  Ga.  473. 

«  Bullock  V.  Havward,  10  Allen,  4C0.     See  Greenly  v.  Hall's  Exr.  3  Harr.  Del.  P. 
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A  statute  authorizing  a  person  entitled  to  an  action  of  waste 
to  bring  an  action  of  tort  in  the  nature  of  waste,  does  not 
change  the  common  law  rule  as  to  joinder,  by  authorizing  a 
several  suit  on  the  part  of  each  cotenant. 

§  351.  Nuisance. — "  Where  several  persons  have  a  joint 
interest  in  property  injured  by  a  nuisance,  they  ought  all  to 
be  made  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  the  injury.  Tenants  in 
common,  also,  should  join  in  an  action  for  a  nuisance  done 
to  their  land."'  So,  "two  or  more  persons  having  separate 
and  distinct  tenements  which  are  injured  or  rendered  unin- 
habitable by  a  common  nuisance,  or  which  are  rendered  less 
valuable  by  a  private  nuisance  which  is  a  common  injury  to 
the  tenements  of  both,  may  join  in  a  suit  to  restrain  such 
nuisance."-  Tenants  in  common  must  join  in  actions  for  in- 
juries sustained  by  reason  of  the  flowing  of  their  lands. ^ 

g  352.  Assessment  of  Damages. — The  general  rule  of 
law  that  tenants  in  common,  as  well  as  other  cotenants,  must 
join  in  personal  actions,  is  applicable  to  proceedings  to  ob- 
tain compensation  for  damages  occasioned,  or  about  to  be 
occasioned,  to  the  common  lands  by  the  location  of  a  rail- 
road or  other  public  highway.  "The  assessment  of  damages 
must  be  joint,  and  cannot  be  severed  by  the  jury."* 

§  353.    Failure  to  Object  to  Non-Joinder  of  a  Cotenant. — 

We  have  shown  that  in  real  actions  cotenants  must  join  or 
sever  according  to  the  nature  of  their  cotenancy;  and  that  in 
personal  actions  they  must  join  irrespective  of  the  character 
of  the  cotenancy.  But  whatever  we  have  said  in  regard  to  the 
necessity  of  their  joinder  has  been  based  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  the  non-joinder  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  objection  was  available  under  the  pleadings  at  the 
time  it  was  sought  to  be  interposed.  We  shall  now  consider 
the  question  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  objection  must  be 
made.     The  rule  of  law  upon  this  subject,  best  sustained  by 

'  Addison  on  Torts,  67,  196;  Koscoe  on  Real  Actions,  372;  Daniels  v.  Daniels,  7  Mass. 
135;  Parke  v.  Kilham,  8  Cal.  79. 

^  Barbour  on  Parties,  348. 

»  Tucker  v.  Campbell,  36  Me.  346. 

^  Merrill  v.  Inhabitants  of  Berkshire,  11  Pick.  274;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Bucher,  7  Watte, 
33;  Dwight  v.  County  Commissioners,  7  Cush.  534. 
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the  authorities  both  English  and  American,  is  this,  that  al- 
though the  form  of  action  be  such  that  all  the  cotenants  ought 
to  join,  yet  if  the  action  be  for  conversion  of,  or  injuries  to 
the  common  property,  and  if  one  "  sue  alone,  and  the  defend- 
ant, instead  of  pleading  the  non-joinder  in  abatement,  plead 
to  the  action,  the  plaintiff  will  recover  for  his  share  of  the 
damages."'  If  the  defendant  neglects  to  iutei-jDose  his  plea 
in  abatement,  the  only  purpose  for  which  he  can  introduce 
evidence  of  the  cotenancy,  is  that  of  having  the  damages 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff  reduced  so  as  to  correspond  with  his 
actual  interest  in  the  subject-matter  out  of  which  the  cause  of 
action  has  grown.-  Cotenants  "may  sue  severally  for  their 
aliquot  shares  or  proportions  of  interest  in  chattels;  subject, 
however,  to  be  defeated  in  the  latter  case  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment for  the  non-joinder  of  their  cotenants.  And  if,  in  the 
latter  case,  the  defendant  fails  to  plead  in  abatement,  he  can- 
not give  the  non-joinder  in  evidence,  on  the  general  issue,  or 
plead  it  in  bar,  or  move  in  arrest,  even  though  the  matter  be 
found  specially,  or  appear  on  the  face  of  the  plaintiff's  plead- 
ings. If  the  plaintiff  sue  separately,  and  the  defendant  fails 
to  plead,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  and  have  his  recovery  for 
his  aliquot  interest  in  the  property,  and  the  defendant  is  con- 
fined to  giving  in  evidence  the  joint  interest  of  others,  in  miti- 
gation of  damages."^  "It  appears  to  be  well  fettled  in  the 
books,  that  in  actions  of  trover  and  trespass,  the  plaintiff  may 
sue  separately  for  his  aliquot  share  or  proportion  of  interest 
in  a  chattel,  and  that  the  defendant  may  give  the  joint  interest 
of  others  in  evidence,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  but  that  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  the  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to  unite 
the  other  tenants  in  common  with  him  in  the  suit,  otherwise 
than  by  ple'ading  it  in  abatement. "  * 

'  Webber  v.  MerriU,  34  N.  H.  208;  Brown  v.  Hedges,  1  Salk.  290;  Blackborough  v. 
Graves,  1  Mod.  102;  Addison  v.  Overend,  6  T.  E.  770;  Dockwray  i'.  Dickinson,  Skin- 
ner, 640;  Sedgworth  v.  Ovc+end,  7  T.  R.  279;  LotLrop  o.  Arnold,  25  Mo.  140;  Frazier 
V.  Spear,  2  Bibb.  385;  Ilobbs  v.  Hatch,  48  Me.  55;  Converse  i'.  Symmes,  10  Mass.  378; 
Thompson  v.  Hoskins,  11  Mass.  419;  Philhps  v.  Cummings,  11  Cush.  4C9;  Bloxam  v. 
Hubbard,  5  East,  420. 

■^  Holmes  v.  Sprowl,  31  Me.  7C;  Rolette  v.  Parker,  Brccso,  275;  Tripp  v.  Riley,  15 
Barb.  333;  Brancli  v.  Doane,  17  Conn.  415;  Jones  v.  Lowell,  35  Me.  540;  Cabell  v. 
Vanghan,  1  Saund.  291/. 

■'  Starnes  r.  Quinn,  6  Geo.  86. 

■•  Wheelwright  v.  Depeysttr,  1  Johns.  486. 
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^  354.  Failure  to  Object  to  Non-Joinder  in  Actions  on 
Contracts. — The  necessity  of  a  plea  in  abatement  does  not 
exist  in  actions  upon  joint  contracts.  "When  a  contract  is 
made  with  two  or  more  persons,  and  one  only  sues,  the  de- 
fendant may  have  the  advantage  on  the  general  issue  without 
pleading  it,  a  fortiori,  if  it  appears  from  the  plaintiff's  own 
showing  that  the  contract  was  made  with  himself  and  others 
not  named,  nor  any  legal  reason  assigned  for  not  naming 
them;  because  it  appears  that  no  such  contract  was  made 
with  the  plaintiff  as  he  has  declared  on."^  It  seems  to  be 
well  established  that  it  is  not  only  unnecessary  to  plead  in 
abatement  when  there  is  a  non-joinder  of  plaintiffs,  but, 
further,  that  such  plea  is  improper.  "The  want  of  the 
proper  plaintiffs  in  actions  on  contract  is  an  exception  to  the 
merits,  and  is  to  be  taken  advantage  of,  either  on  demurrer, 
in  bar,  or  on  the  general  issue,  but  not  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment."^ "In  all  cases  of  contracts,  if  it  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  pleadings  that  there  are  other  obligees,  covenan- 
tees, or  parties  to  the  contract,  who  ought  to  be  but  are  not 
joined  as  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  it  is  fatal  on  demuri'er,  or 
on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  on  error;  and  though 
the  objection  may  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings, 
the  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  it,  either  by  plea  in  abate- 
ment, or  as  a^  ground  of  nonsuit  on  the  trial,  as  a  variance 
upon  non  est  factum,  if  the  action  be  upon  a  specialty,  or  if 
it  be  upon  any  other  contract,  upon  the  plea  of  the  general 
issue.  "^ 

g  355.  Detinue  and  Replevin. — In  respect  to  actions  of 
replevin,  doubt  exists  as  to  whether  the  non-joinder  of  a  co- 
tenant  should  be  objected  to  by  plea  in  abatement,  or 
whether,  as  in  actions  on  contracts,  the  non-joinder  is  avail- 
able without  such  plea.  The  opinion  on  one  side  was  thus 
expressed  by  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  in  an  early  Massachus- 
etts case  decided  by  him :  "In  this  action,  this  irregularity 
is  not  pleaded  in  abatement  or  in  bar,  but  it  appears  from 
the  plaintiffs  own  showing  in  the  writ,  in  which  he  claims  an 
undivided  moiety  of  the  chattels  said  to  be  unjustly  taken 

'  Hart  V.  Fitzgerald,  2  Mass.  510.       ^  Baker  v.  Jewell,  6  Mass.  462. 
»  Chitty  s  PI.  13. 


409  ACTIONS    AGAINST    STRANGERS.  ^  355 

and  detained;  and  it  is  a  question  whether  the  defendant  can 
take  advantage  of  this  defect  thns  appearing,  or  whether  he 
must  have  pleaded  it  in  abatement.  If  there  is  an  analogy 
in  the  principles  of  law  regulating  the  forms  of  actions  for 
injuries  to  chattels,  and  of  actions  of  replevin,  it  would  seem 
that  the  defendant  should  have  pleaded  in  abatement  that 
there  was  another  part  owner  not  named,  in  order  to  have  the 
advantage  of  the  omission.  But  is  there  such  an  analogy? 
In  trespass  or  case  for  injury  done  to  a  chattel,  each  part 
owner  in  fact  is  injui-ed,  and  the  damages,  if  not  severed  by 
the  form  of  the  action,  must  be  divided  among  the  plaintifls 
after  recovery.  In  these  actions,  also,  there  are  cases  in 
which  one  part  owner  may  legally  sue  alone,  without  joining 
his  partners.  In  replevin  which  is  founded  on  property,  the 
chattel  is  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  as  well  as  damages 
to  be  recovered.  This  chattel  is  not  capable  in  law  of  sever- 
ance, and  the  whole  or  none  of  it  can  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  if  it  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff'  being  but  a 
part  owner,  he  must  receive  an  undivided  part,  in  which  he 
claims  no  property.  In  replevin,  also,  we  do  not  recollect 
any  case  in  which  a  part  owner  can  sue  for  his  undivided  part 
only.  If  property  in  him  and  another  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment, such  plea  cannot  bo  confessed  and  avoided  by  any 
matter  which  the  plaintiff  can  reply  to  it.  These  are  very 
strong  distinctions  between  the  principles  applying  to  actions 
of  trespass  and  of  the  case  for  an  injury  done  to  chattels,  in 
which  damages  only  are  demanded,  and  actions  of  replenn, 
in  which  the  property  said  to  be  unjustly  taken  and  detained 
is  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  We  therefore  think  that 
the  general  rule  of  law  must  govern,  that  when  a  substantial 
defect  in  the  writ  appears  on  the  record,  the  Court  ought,  ex 
offkio,  to  abate  it.  "^  It  appears  from  the  foregoing  extract 
that  in  the  case  then  before  the  Court  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  part  owner  only  was  apparent  from  an  inspection 
of  the  writ;  but  the  language  of  the  Court,  and  the  reasoning 
upon  which  the  Court  based  its  decision,  both,  as  it  seoms 
to  us,  tend  to  establish  the  proposition  that  in  replevin,  as  in 
assumpsit,  the  non-joinder  of  a  cotenant  is  available  to  the 

'  Hart  V.  Fitzgorald,  2  Mass.  511. 
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defendant  without  a  plea  in  abatement,  even  when  such  non- 
joinder is  not  evident  from  an  inspection  of  the  writ.     There 
are  other  cases  which  favor  the  same  proposition,  and  indi- 
cate that,  under  the  plea  of  7ion  cepit,  the  plaintiff  must  show 
that  he  has  an  exclusive  right  to  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty.^    But,  on  the  other  hand,  Judge  Story  was  clearly  of 
the  opinion  that  when  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  whole  and 
not  for  his  moiety,  the  non-joinder  of  the  plaintiff's  cotenant 
"is  pleadable  in  abatement  only,  and  is  not  a  plea  to  the 
merits;  and  that  pleading  over  to  the  merits  is  a  waiver  of 
it."-    It  is  self-evident  that  in  reference  to  the  point  now 
under  consideration  the  rule  of  law  must  be  the  same  in  re- 
plevin as  in  detinue.     In  considering  the  last  named  action, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina,  after  referring  to  the 
rule  applicable  to  actions  ex  delicto  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages,  said:    "It   is   otherwise   in  the  action   of  'detinue.' 
Treating  it  as  an  action  ex  contractu,  it  falls  under  a  weU  set- 
tled general  rule,  and  treating  it  as  an  action  ex  delicto,  we 
think  it  cannot  be  maintained  by  one  of  several  tenants  in 
common,  and  the  objection  may  be  taken  advantage  of,  upon 
the  general  issue,  or  by  demurrer,  or  motion  in  arrest;  for  in 
detinue  the  specific  thing  is  recovered  which  is  not  divisible; 
so  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  his  aliquot  part,  and  if  allowed 
to  recover  at  all,  must  get  the  whole,  which  would  be  more 
than  he  is  entitled  to."^ 

§  356.  Whether  one  can  Recover  the  -whole  Damages. — 
We  have  seen  that,  under  the  general  issue,  the  defendant 
may  show  that  the  plaintiff  owns  but  an  undivided  interest, 
and  upon  making  suCh  showing,  may  have  the  damages  appor- 
tioned so  as  to  correspond  with  that  interest.  WeU  as  this 
general  rule  is  established,  there  are  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  sought  to  create  exceptions  to  the  rule;  and  in  some  of 
these  cases,  some  very  novel  propositions  have  been  assumed 
to  be  familiar  and  long  established.  One  of  these  cases  had 
direct  reference  to  actions  of  trespass  qiiare  clausum  /regit, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  an  illustration 

i  Reinrieimer  v.  Hemingway,  35  Pa.  St.  438. 
'  D'Wolf  V.  Harris,  i  Mason,  539. 
5>  Cain  V.  Wright,  5  Jones  Law,  283. 
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was  drawn  from  what  was  supposed  to  be  the  law  governing 
the  recovei-y  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits.  The  case  referred 
to  was  an  action  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close. 
The  plea  was  the  general  issue.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff' 
was  shown  to  be  the  owner  of  a  moiety  of  the  lands  on  which 
the  alleged  trespass  was  made.  The  Court  felt  no  hesitation 
in  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  whole  damages,  and 
justified  its  decision  as  follows :  ' '  Having  title  to  one-half,  the 
plaintiff  must  recover  the  whole  land  in  ejectment,  and  the 
whole  damage,  we  think,  in  trespass  qiiare  clausum  /regit. 
That  was  certainly  so  at  common  law,  when  trespass  is  brought 
merely  for  mesne  profits,  and  equally  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, the  plaintiff,  who  recovered  the  land,  would  recover 
damages  for  his  own  portion  of  the  land,  and  also  for  his  co- 
tenant.  The  case  of  Chandler  v.  Spear  ^  was  trespass  de  bonis, 
and  in  that  action,  which  is  merely  personal,  one  tenant  in 
common  can  only  recover  his  portion  of  the  common  chattel, 
and  the  same  rule  was  thought  applicable  when  the  action 
was  in  that  form,  notwithstanding  the  damage  gi-ew^  out  of  an 
injury  to  the  land.  But  we  are  not  aware  that  any  question 
has  ever  been  made,  but  that  in  real  and  possessory  actions, 
one  tenant  in  common  may  always  recover  the  damage  due 
his  cotenant  as  against  a  mere  stranger."^ 

§  357.  Failure  to  Object  to  Non- Joinder  of  Joint - 
Tenant. — The  general  rule  of  law  that  the  failure  to  plead 
the  non-joinder  of  plaintiff's  cotenant  does  not  preclude  the 
defendant  from  giving  evidence  of  the  cotenancy  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  an  apportionment  of  the  damages,  has  been 
held  to  be  inapplicable  to  joint-tenants.  "In  the  case  of 
tenants  in  common,  the  rule  allowing  the  interest  of  the  party 
not  joined  to  be  proved  in  diminution  of  damages,  is  put  upon 
the  ground  that  he  may  still  sue  for  the  value  of  his  share. 
But  joint -tenants  are  not  the  owners  of  separate  shares. 
Each  joint-owner  lias  title  to  tlio  entirety.  I  am,  therefore, 
of  opinion  that  where  the  defendant  permits  one  or  more  of 
several  joint-tenants  to  sue  alone  in  action  of  tort,  by  not 

'  22  Yt.  888.  -  liibbard  o.  Fobter,  24  Vt.  MO. 
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pleading  the  joint-tenancy  in  abatement,  that  the  recovery 
should  be  for  the  damages  sustained  by  all  the  cotenants."^ 

g  358.     The  failure  to  interpose  a  plea  in  abatement 

when  sued  by  one  part  owner  is  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  such 
plea  in  a  subsequent  action  brought  by  the  other  part  owner 
for  the  same  cause  and  against  the  same  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  in  the  first  action  having  recovered  therein  on  his 
part  of  the  demand  can  no  longer  sustain  any  further  action 
thereon,  either  separately  or  in  conjunction  with  his  former 
companions  in  interest.  In  order  that  the  part  owner  who 
has  not  as  yet  obtained  redress  may  have  some  remedy,  it  is 
necessary  that  he  should  be  permitted  to  sue  alone.  If  the 
defendant  wishes  to  avoid  the  costs  and  annoyance  of  several 
suits,  he  must  interpose  his  objection  at  the  earliest  oppor- 
tunity.^ 

§  359.     Joinder  with  Strangers  to  the  Cotenancy. — An 

action  may  be  prosecuted  by  two  or  more  persons  as  coten- 
ants,  and  upon  the  trial  it  may  appear  that  one  of  them  is 
not  a  cotenant — has  no  interest  in  the  property— and  is  there- 
fore a  superfluous  party.  In  such  case,  it  is  clear  upon  the 
authorities  that  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 
It  makes  no  difference  that  the  other  plaintiffs  have  a  perfect 
cause  of  action— one  upon  which,  had  they  sued  alone,  they 
must  have  recovered  against  the  defendant.  "  It  is  an  estab- 
lished principle  that  only  those  whose  legal  rights  are  invaded 
should  unite  in  an  action  for  the  injury."^  Therefore,  if  an 
action  of  detinue  be  brought  by  several  heirs,  and  it  appears 
on  the  trial  that  one  of  them  was  divested  of  his  interest  be- 
fore the  suit  was  brought,  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the 
defendant.*  So,  when  two  or  more  persons  unite  as  petition- 
ers in  a  bill  in  equity,  if  either  of  them  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
relief,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  as  to  all.^    If  several  join 

1  Zabrisbie  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y.  337. 

^  Sedgeworth  v.  Overend,  7  T.  E.  279;  Starnes  v.  Quinn,  6  Geo.  86. 

=>  Lewis  V.  Knight,  3  Litt.  225;  Ulmer  v.  Cunningham,  2  Greenl.  117;  Co.  Litt.  1456; 
Glover  v.  Hunnewell,  6  Pick.  224;  Rhoads  v.  Booth,  14  Iowa,  576;  Barratt  v.  Collins, 
10  J.  B.  Moore,  446. 

*  Lewis  V.  Knight,  3  Litt.  225. 

"  Jones  V.  Quinnipiack  Bank,  29  Conn.  45. 
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in  an  action  of  trover,  "  it  is  incumbent  upon  them  to  prove 
the  property  in  all,  not  a  part  only,  of  the  plaintiffs.  And  it 
makes  no  difference  in  what  manner  the  title  of  one  fails, 
whether  in  consequence  of  no  conveyance  from  the  owner, 
or  of  a  conveyance  void  by  reason  of  fraud.  If  all  the  plain- 
tiffs have  not  an  interest  iu  the  goods,  they  fail  to  establish  a 
material  allegation  in  their  declaration  that  they  were  pos- 
sessed of  ihem.  Q:S  their  own  property."^  So,  if  in  any  form 
of  action  it  appear  that  all  the  plaintiffs  once  had  a  good 
cause  of  action,  and  that  some  of  them  are  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  while  others,  from  having  labored 
under  some  disability,  are  not  so  barred,  those  who  were 
under  the  disability  cannot  recover,  but  judgment  must  be 
entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant.^  "It  is  well  settled  that 
on  a  joint  demise  of  two  or  more  plaintiffs,  if  any  of  them 
fail  to  show  title  on  the  day  of  the  demise,  the  plaintiffs  can- 
not recover."^  In  ejectment,  "it  is  admitted  that,  if  any 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  has  no  title  to  the  land  in  question, 
though  the  other  plaintiffs  may  have  the  whole  title,  no  re- 
covery can  be  had.  To  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  a  verdict,  all 
the  plaintiffs  must  have  a  right  to  demand  the  possession."'' 
"If  one  who  has  a  good  cause  of  action  join,  iu  trespass 
quare  clausum  /regit,  with  one  who  has  no  cause  of  action, 
the  suit  cannot  be  sustained."^  The  rule  that  all  the  plain- 
tiffs must  have  a  right  of  recovery  or  else  the  action  will  en- 
tirely fail,  is  applicable  where  the  plaintiffs  are  husband  and 
wife.''  If  a  personal  injury  be  done  to  two  or  more  persons, 
a  joint  cause  of  action  does  not  accrue  to  them,  although  the 
injury  to  each  may  result  from  the  same  act.''  An  early 
statute  in  Connecticut  authorized  an  action  to  be  brought 
by  a  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for  bringing  a  suit  Avith 
intent  "unjustly  to  trouble  and  vex  such  defendant."    It  was 

'  Pettibone  v.  Phelpa,  13  Conn.  449;  Gerry  v.  Gerry,  11  Gray,  381. 

^  Sanford  v.  Button,  4  Day,  312;  Hardeman  r.  Sims,  3  Ala.  747;  Dickiv  r   Arm- 
strong's Devisees,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  41. 

^  Skyles'  Heirs  d.  King's  Heirs,  2  A.  K.  Marsli.  387. 

"DeMill  )'.  Loekwood,   3  Blatolif.  fil;    Torney  d.  Pierce,  42  Cal.  338;   Clienev  v 
Cheney,  20  Vt.  GOG;  Jackson  v.  Iticlinioud,  4  Johns.  483. 

•'  May  V.  Slade,  24  Tex.  208;  Murray  r.  WehstcT,  5  N.  H.  392. 

,,'^.?^}'°J^^y-  Carter,  Hempst.  G4;  liawlins  v.  Rounds,  27  Vt.  17;  Van  Arsdule  v.  Dixon, 
Hill  &  Demo,  358;  Gerry  v.  (ierry,  11  Gray,  381. 
^  Lea  vet  v.  Sherman,  1  Root,  159. 
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held  that  three  persons  who  had  been  parties  defendant  in 
the  same  suit  could  not  join  in  an  action  under  this  statute, 
because  such  action  was  "not  for  a  joint  wrong,  or  an  injury 
to  joint  property,  or  the  violation  of  a  joint  right,  but  for 
separate  personal  wrongs  to  each,  for  which  the  law  will  not 
sustain  a  joint  action."^ 

g  360.  Misjoinder,  how  taken  advantage  of. — In  regard 
to  the  non-joinder  of  cotenants,  in  actions  arising  out  of  their 
common  property,  and  the  manner  in  which  defendant  should 
take  advantage  of  such  non-joinder,  we  have  seen  that  a  dis- 
tinction has  been  made  between  actions  sounding  in  tort  and 
those  based  upon  contract;  and  also  that  some  of  the  author- 
ities make  a  further  distinction  between  different  forms  of 
actions  ex  delicto,  contending  that  while,  if  the  action  be  for 
damages,  the  non-joinder  must  be  pleaded  in  abatement,  and 
if  it  be  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  chattels  alleged  to 
be  wrongfully  withheld  from  the  plaintiff,  then  the  non-joinder 
is  available  without  such  plea.  Concerning  the  misjoinder  of 
persons  as  cotenants  when  they  have  no  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  in  controversy,  no  such  distinctions  have  ever  been 
made;  and  the  same  rule  which  applies  to  actions  ex  contractu, 
is  equally  applicable  to  actions  ex  delicto.  The  objection  that 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  has  no  interest  in  the  cause  of  action 
' '  may  be  taken  on  the  trial  in  arrest,  or  by  appeal,  or  writ  of 
error,  and  especially  when  such  misjoinder  of  parties  does 
not  appear  from  the  plaintiff's  petition.  The  counts  of  a 
petition  may  be  ever  so  perfect  in  showing  a  just  right,  or 
that  there  is  a  proper  joinder  of  parties,  and  yet  if,  upon  the 
trial,  or  in  any  stage  of  the  case  the  misjoinder  appears,  de- 
fendant may  avail  himself  of  the  defect."^  "  The  rule  of  the 
common  law  was  that  the  objection,  if  it  appear  on  the  record, 
may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, or  a  writ  of  error;  or  if  the  objection  do  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  proceedings,  it  would  be  a  ground  of  nonsuit 
on  the  trial. "^  "If  too  many -pemons  be  made  coplaintiffs, 
the  objection,  if  it  appear  on  the  record,  may  be  taken  advan- 

'  Ainsworth  v.  Alleu,  Kirby,  146. 

■^  Ehoods  V.  Booth,  14  Iowa,  577;  Gerry  v.  Gerry,  11  Gray,  381;  Ulmer  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 2  Greenl.  118. 
•'  Gillam  v.  Simian.  29  Cal.  639. 
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tage  of  either  by  demurrer,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or  by  writ 
of  eiTor;  or  if  the  objection  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
pleadings,  it  would  be  a  ground  of  nonsuit  on  the  trial.'"' 

^  361.     Misaoinder— Rule  under  the  Codes.— The  rule  of 
the  common  law  under  which  the  defendant  was  permitted  to 
object  to  the  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  whenever  the  same 
■was  made  to  appear,  and  was  relieved  from  the  necessity  of 
intei-posing  a  plea  in  abatement,  has  been  abolished  by  the 
Codes  of  New  York  and  of  California.    In  each  of  these  States 
the  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs,  if  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint,  must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demuiTer;  if  not 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the  defendant  must 
set  it  up  in  his  answer.    The  failure  to  demur  in  the  one  case, 
and  the  failure  to  object  to  the  misjomder  in  the  answer  in 
the  other,  are  each  alike  an  irrevocable  waiver  of  the  defend- 
ant's right  to  take  advantage  of  the  misjoinder.^    The  same 
Codes  also  contain  similar  provisions  specifying  the  manner 
in  which  the  defendant  may  object  to  the  want  of  proper 
parties  plaintiff.     Under  these  Codes,  "a  defect  of  parties 
when  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint,  is  good  ground 
for  demurrer;   and  when  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the 
complaint,  may  be  taken  by  answer,  and  if  not  taken  either 
by  demurrer  or  answer,  the  defendant  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
waived  the  same."*     It  has  also  been  held  that  the  objection 
must  be  made  at  the  earliest  opportunity;  and  therefore  that 
if  the  non-joinder  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  complaint, 
the  defendant  by  not  demurring  on  that  gi-ound,  waives  his 
rights,  and  cannot  in  his  aimoer  take  advantage  of  the  non- 
joinder.^ 

g  362.  Death  of  one  Cotenant  before  Suit.— Vr'hen  the 
cause  of  action  is  joint,  it  survives  to  the  remaining  coten- 
ants  on  the  death  of  either  of  them.  This  is  true  in  every 
form  of  cotenancy.     "  It  is  to  be  observed  that  where  dam- 

'  1  Chitty  PI.  66. 

•^  Fosgate  v.  Herkimer  Mauf.  Co.  12  N.  Y.  581;  Gillain  v.  Higmaii.  '20  Cal.  639;  Has- 
tings V.  stark,  .30  Cal.  120. 

'  Alvarez  v.  Braunan.  7  Cal.  510;  Dunn  v.  Tozc-r,  10  Cal.  170;  Weudt  v.  Ross,  33  Cal. 
050;  Scrantou  v.  F.  &  M.  Bank,  33  Bail..  527;  Couklin  r.  Barton.  43  Barb.  435;  Mor- 
ritt  V.  Walsh,  32  N.  Y.  085. 

<  Zabriskie  v.  Smith,  13  N.  Y.  33G. 
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ages  are  to  be  recovered  for  a  wrong  done  to  tenants  in  com- 
mon, or  parceners  in  a  personall  action,  and  one  of  them  die, 
the  survivor  of  them  shall  have  the  action;  for  albeit  the 
property  or  estate  be  severall  between  them,  jet  (as  it  ap- 
peareth  here  by  Littleton)  the  personal  action  is  Joynt."^ 
"When  one  or  more  of  several  obligees,  covenantees,  or 
others  having  a  joint  legal  interest  in  the  contract,  dies,  the 
action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  survivor,  and  the 
executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased  cannot  be  joined, 
nor  can  he  sue  separately,  though  the  deceased  alone  might 
be  entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  contract."'^  "When 
one  of  several  parties  jointly  interested  in  the  property  at 
the  time  the  injury  was  committed  is  dead,  the  action  should 
be  in  the  name  of  the  survivor,  and  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator of  the  deceased  cannot  be  joined,  nor  can  he  sue  sepa- 
rately; and  therefore  to  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the 
survivor  of  three  partners  in  trade,  it  cannot  be  objected  that 
the  two  deceased  partners  and  the  plaintiff  were  joint  mer- 
chants, and  that  in  respect  of  the  lex  mercatoria  the  right  of 
survivorship  did  not  exist,  for  the  legal  right  of  action  sur- 
vives, though  the  beneficial  interest  may  not."^  As  tenants 
in  common  ought  to  join  in  all  personal  actions,  it  follows, 
according  to  the  principles  stated  in  the  above  quotations, 
that  upon  the  death  of  either,  the  cause  of  action  which  was 
before  in  the  cotenants  jointly  passed  to  the  survivor,  and  may 
be  by  him  prosecuted  to  judgment.  Therefore,  if  a  deed  be 
made  to  two  with  a  covenant  of  warranty,  and  the  grantees 
are  ' '  evicted  in  their  lifetime,  the  action  is  well  brought  by 
the  survivor."*  So,  if  there  be  two  cotenants  of  a  patent 
right,  and  damages  be  suffered  by  them  from  an  infringement 
of  such  right,  the  survivor  of  them  may  recover  the  entire 
amount  of  such  damages.^  The  same  rule  is  aj)plicable  to 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  indivisible  chattels.  Thus,  where 
an  action  of  detinue  was  brought  by  a  sole  plaintiff  for  a 
slave  alleged  to  have  been  devised  to  himself  and  his  brother, 

1  Co.  Litt.  198  a;  3  Eob.  Pr.  164. 

-  1  Chitly  PI.  19;  Addison  on  Contracts,  1048, 

a  1  Chitty  PI.  67. 

^  Townsend  v.  Morris,  6  Cow.  127;  Codman  v.  Hail,  9  Allen,  337. 

5  Smith  V.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  W.  Co.,  2  El.  &  Bl.  69. 
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and  the  brother  was  alleged  to  have  died  prior  to  the  suit, 
the  defendant  objected  that  the  plaintifi'  was  "incapable  of 
maintaining  a  suit  alone  for  the  entirety  of  the  thing  devised;" 
but  the  Court  overruled  the  objection,  because  "in  suits  for 
an  indivisible  thing,  a  right  of  action  survives  to  a  tenant  in 
common;  and  this,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  as  we  con- 
ceive the  authorities  sufficiently  maintain."'  "In  actions  ex 
delicto,  in  case  of  the  decease  of  the  sole  plaintiff,  not  only 
did  the  suit  abate,  but  the  right  was  forever  gone.  Not  so  in 
the  case  of  the  decease  of  two  or  more  plaintiffs:  the  suit 
abated,  but  the  right  survived.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  where 
two  are  entitled  to  a  right  ex  delicto,  and  one  dies,  it  remains 
wholly  to  the  survivor."^ 

g  363.  Death  of  all  Cotenants  before  Suit. — Upon  the 
death  of  one  of  the  parties  entitled  to  a  joint  action,  the  whole 
right  of  action  not  only  accrues  to  the  survivor  during  his 
lifetime,  but  if  not  prosecuted  to  judgment  by  him,  vests,  at 
his  death,  in  his  executor  or  administrator.  The  executor  of 
the  party  first  deceased  need  not,  in  fact  he  must  not,  join  as 
coplaintiff  with  the  executor  of  the  last  survivor.  If  the  two 
join,  the  case  is  as  clearly  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  as 
if  the  testator  of  one  of  them  never  had  any  interest  in  the 
cause  of  action.^ 

g  364.     Death  of  a  Cotenant  pendente  lite. — In  the  two 

preceding  sections,  we  have  considered  the  effect  of  the  death 
of  one  cotenant  after  the  accruing  of  a  joint  cause  of  action 
and  before  the  commencement  of  a  suit  thereon;  and  have 
found  the  rule  to  be  universal  that  aU  joint  causes  of  action 
survive  to  the  last  survivor,  irrespective  of  the  nature  of  the 
cotenancy;  and  further,  that  Avhen  the  cause  of  action  sur- 
vives after  the  decease  of  all  the  cotenants,  it  vests  in  the 
personal  representative  of  the  last  survivor.  Wo  shall  now 
consider  the  effect  of  the  death  of  one  of  the  cotenants  poi- 
dente  lite,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  such  death 
operates  as  an  abatement  of  the  suit.     The  general  rule  upon 

'  Shelby  «.  Guy,  11  Wheat.  365. 
■i  Wright  V.  Eldred,  2  Chip.  41. 
^  Stowell'H  Adrur.  v.  Drake,  3  Zabr.  310;  1  Cliitty  PI.  21. 
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this  subject  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Jickling:  "  If  the  whole  in- 
terest of  a  party  dying  survive  to  the  other  party,  so  that  no 
claim  can  be  made  by  or  against  the  representatives  of  the 
party  so  dying,  the  proceedings  do  not  abate.  Survivorship 
is  a  characteristic  of  joint-tenancy,  and  hence,  on  the  death 
of  a  joint-tenant,  party  to  a  suit,  either  as  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant, the  suit  does  not  abate.  "^  It  is  therefore  certain 
that  if  the  plaintiffs  are  joint-tenants,  the  death  of  one  does 
not  occasion  an  abatement  of  the  action.^  But  the  rule  of 
law  preventing  the  abatement  of  a  suit  upon  the  decease  of 
either  plaintiff  therein,  is  the  result  of  statutory  enactment. 
"At  the  common  law  in  all  actions,  where  there  are  two  or 
more  plaintiffs  or  demandants,  the  death  of  one  of  them 
pending  the  suit,  that  is,  before  final  judgment,  is  an  abate- 
ment of  the  action,  though  the  property  survives  to  the  other, 
except  in  a  few  cases,  such  as  a  quare  impedit  by  two,  where, 
out  of  necessity,  the  death  of  one  does  not  abate  the  suit, 
for  the  six  months  may  pass,  or  a  lapse  incur,  before  the  sur- 
vivor can  bring  another  action,  and  therefore  if  the  writ 
abates  the  action  will  fail;  or  in  an  audita  querela  by  two,  for 
it  is  only  in  discharge;  or  in  debt  by  two  executors,  where 
one  was  summoned  and  severed,  and  dies,  the  writ  does  not 
abate. "^  By  statute  8  and  9  W.  3.  c.  11,  sec.  7,  it  was  en- 
acted ' '  that  if  there  be  two  or  more  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
and  one  or  more  of  them  should  die,  if  the  cause  of  such  ac- 
tion shall  survive  to  the  surviving  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  or 
against  the  surviving  defendant  or  defendants,  the  writ  or  ac- 
tion shall  not  be  thereby  abated;  but  such  death  being  sug- 
gested on  the  record,  the  action  shall  proceed  at  the  suit  of 
tlio  surviving  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  against  the  surviving  de- 
fendant or  defendants."* 

§  365.  Survivorship  of  Actions,  not  afTected  by  Statute. — . 

A  statute  of  Arkansas  declared  that  ' '  all  survivorships  of  real 
and  personal  estate  are  forever  abolished."  Subsequently  to 
the  enactment  of  this  statute,  a  surviving  obligee  of  a  bond 

'  Analogy  between  Legal  and  Equitable  Estates,  244. 

■-'  Fallowes  v.  Williamson,  11  Ves.  306;  Boddy  v.  Kent,  1  Mer.  364. 

=*  2  Saunders,  72  i. 

■»  The  practice  as  designated  by  this  statute  was  followed  in  Anderson  v.  Knight, 
Geo.  Decis.,  part  2,  p.  123. 
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brought  an  action  as  such  survivor  against  the  obligor  in  the 
bond,  and  was  met  by  the  objection  that  this  statute  had 
abolished  survivorship  in  joint  causes  of  action,  and  therefore 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  alone  maintain  an  action  on  the 
bond.  The  Court,  in  order  to  reach  a  proper  construction  oi 
the  statute,  referred  to  the  old  law,  and  the  mischief  therein 
"which  the  act  was  intended  to  avert;  and  concluded  from  such 
reference,  that  the  only  object  of  the  statute  was  to  abolish 
that  incident  of  joint  estates  under  which  both  the  legal  and 
the  beneficial  title  vested  in  the  longest  liver;  and  that  "  the 
general  words  of  the  act  must  be  taken  in  a  qualified  sense ; 
for,  unless  that  be  done,  they  will  defeat  the  very  object  and 
intention  of  the  statute.  Instead  of  remedying  the  e\'il,  it 
would  operate  to  produce  the  very  mischief  intended  to  be 
cured.  It  would  operate  to  the  prejudice  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, by  incumbering  the  remedies  by  which  rights  would 
be  asserted.  Such  a  construction  put  upon  the  act  would  be 
in  direct  derogation  of  all  the  principles  of  commerce  which 
are  now  so  firmly  and  beneficially  established  among  all  civi- 
lized nations.  And  men,  instead  of  being  encouraged  to  join 
their  means  and  eflbrts  together,  for  important  objects  and 
ends,  for  trade  and  other  purposes,  would  stand  aloof  from 
each  other,  if,  upon  the  decease  of  one  partner,  the  other 
had  no  right  to  wind  up  the  business.  We  think  this  prin- 
ciple, so  completely  and  intimately  blended  as  it  is  in  our 
commercial  relations,  too  plain  to  require  further  illustration 
or  argument."' 

^  366.  Joinder  of  Actions  against  Cotenants. — The  ac- 
tions which  may  be  brought  against  cotenants  based  upon  the 
mere  fact  of  their  ownership  of  the  common  property  are  but 
few  in  number.  Persons  occupying  toward  each  other  the 
relation  of  cotenants  frequently  make  joint  contracts  with 
strangers  to  the  cotenancy,  and  the}'  are  sometimes  guilty  of 
jointly  committing  torts  against  such  strangers,  but  in  these 
cases  the  liability  of  the  cotenants  is  based,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, on  their  joint  contract,  and  in  the  second,  on  their 
joint  act;  and  in  both  cases  the  liability  in  nowise  results  from 
the  subject-matter  of  the  cotenancy;  and  is  therefore,  through- 

'  Trammcll  v.  HariLll,  4  Pike,  605. 
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out,  regulated  and  to  be  enforced  by  precisely  the  same  rules 
of  law  as  though  the  contractors  on  one  hand  and  the  tort- 
feasors on  the  other,  instead  of  being  cotenants,  had  between 
one  another  no  property  relations  whatever.  But  damages 
may  be  suffered  by  strangers  to  the  cotenancy,  and  which, 
though  not  occasioned  by  the  act  of  any  of  the  cotenants,  may 
nevertheless  confer  a  right  of  action  on  the  person  damaged. 
In  the  case  of  a  tort  committed  by  the  concurrent  act  of  two 
er  more  persons,  it  is  well  understood  that  the  liability  of  the 
tort-feasors  is  both  Joint  and  several.  But  for  injuries  occa- 
sioned by  property  and  chargeable  to  the  negligence  or  non- 
feasance of  the  owners  thereof  disconnected  from  any  affirm- 
ative act  done  or  caused  by  them,  the  consequent  liability  is 
joint,  and  all  the  cotenants  must  be  made  defendants  in  an 
action  based  upon  such  liability,  for  their  title  comes  in  ques- 
tion as  the  foundation  of  the  claim.'  "If  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon only  be  sued  in  trespass,  trover,  or  case,  for  anything 
respecting  the  land,  he  may  plead  the  tenancy  in  common  in 
abatement."^  In  order  to  invoke  the  benefit  of  this  rule,  it 
must  appear  that  the  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants 
is  necessarily  dependent  upon  their  joint  or  common  owner- 
ship of  lands  or  other  property.  Hence,  if  it  be  shown  that 
the  injury  complained  of  resulted  from  the  erection  of  a  dam 
by  the  defendants,  here,  as  this  is  an  act  of  malfeasance  for 
which  they  are  responsible  irrespective  of  their  cotenancy,  the 
action  will  be  treated  as  merely  ex  delicto,  and  the  tort-feasors 
may  be  pursued  either  jointly  or  separately  as  the  plaintiff 
may  elect.^ 

PROCEEDINGS  IN  EQUITY. 

g  367.     General  Principles  as  to  Joinder  of  Cotenants. — 

It  is  said  to  be  the  constant  aim  of  courts  of  equity  to  do 
complete  justice,  and  to  settle  the  rights  of  all  persons  in- 
terested in  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation  in  one  suit; 
in  order  that  litigation  may  not  be  conducted  by  halves,  and 
that  the  same  persons  may  not  be  harassed  by  a  multiplicity 

'  Low  V.  Mumford,  14  Johns.  426. 

•^  Note  to  Cabell  v.  Vaughan,  1  Saund.  291  e;  Mitchell  v.  Tarbutt,  5  Durnf.  &  E. 
651;  Converse  v.  Symmes,  10  Mass.  378. 
a  Sumner  v.  Tileston,  4  Pick.  308;  Southard  v.  Hill,  44  Me.  96. 
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of  suits  in  reference  to  the  same  subject-matter.  Conceding 
that  this  aim  is  steadily  pursued  in  these  coui'ts,  and  that 
their  rules  of  procedure  are  moulded  to  assist  in  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  end  sought,  we  should  naturally  expect  to 
find  here  rules  regulating  the  conduct  of  suits  by  persons 
having  a  union  of  interest,  and  prescribing  that  those  persons 
should  unite  in  the  prosecution  of  a  common  claim.  But  in- 
stead of  discovering  invariable  mles,  v.e  are  compelled  to 
concur  in  the  following  language  of  Judge  Story,  in  which  he 
reminds  his  readers  of  the  impossibility  of  stating  any  rules 
which  shall  be  of  universal  application  to  the  joinder  of  par- 
ties in  equity :  ' '  The  truth  is,  that  the  general  rule  in  relation 
to  parties  does  not  seem  to  be  founded  on  any  positive  and 
uniform  principle ;  and  therefore  it  does  not  admit  of  being 
expounded  by  the  application  of  any  universal  theorem,  as  a 
test.  It  is  a  rule  founded  partly  in  artificial  reasoning,  partly 
in  considerations  of  convenience,  partly  in  the  solicitude  of 
Courts  of  Equity  to  suppress  multifarious  litigation,  and 
partly  in  dictates  of  natural  justice,  that  the  rights  of  persons 
ought  not  to  be  affected  in  any  suit,  without  giving  them  an 
opportunity  to  defend  them.  Whether,  therefore,  the  com- 
mon formulary  be  adopted  that  all  persons  materially  inter- 
ested in  the  suit,  or  in  the  subject  of  the  suit,  ought  to  be 
made  parties,  or  that  all  persons  materially  interested  in  the 
object  of  the  suit  ought  to  be  made  parties,  we  express  but 
a  general  truth  in  the  application  of  the  doctrine,  which  is 
useful  and  valuable  indeed  as  a  practical  guide,  but  is  still 
open  to  exceptions,  and  qualifications,  and  limitations,  the 
nature  and  extent  and  application  of  which  are  not,  and 
cannot,  independently  of  judicial  decision,  be  always  clearly 
defined."^  But  while  rules,  thus  uncertain  in  their  general 
application,  have  not  been  made  definite  nor  uniform  in 
their  application  to  the  law  of  cotenancy,  yet  the  general 
tendency  of  the  decisions  is  such  as  to  justify  the  remark 
of  Sir  William  Grant  that,  "as  far  as  it  is  possible,  the 
Court  endeavors  to  make  a  complete  decree,  that  shall  em- 
brace the  whole  subject,  and  determine  upon  the  rights  of 
all  parties  interested  in  the  estate."'^ 

*  story's  Eq.  PI.  sec.  76  c.  ■'  Palk  v.  Clinton,  12  Vcs,  58. 
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g  368.  In  respect  to  joint-tenants,  -we  find  the  rule  thus 
ca-utiously  expressed:  "One  joint-tenant  cannot  ordinarily 
sue  or  be  sued  without  joining  the  other  joint-tenants."^  One 
of  two  joint-tenants  cannot  alone  maintain  an  action  for  an 
account  of  the  rents  of  the  joint  estate.^  So  where  A  and  B 
brought  a  bill  to  be  relieved  against  the  City  of  London,  be- 
cause while  they  and  C  were  joint  lessees  from  the  city  of 
certain  water  springs  at  a  specified  rent,  they  were  evicted 
from  some  of  the  springs  and  disturbed  in  the  enjoyment  of 
others ;  and  the  bill  prayed  that  they  might  have  several  al- 
lowances out  of  the  rent  by  reason  of  such  eviction  and  dis- 
turbance, it  was  conceded  that  the  action  could  not  proceed 
without  the  presence  of  C,  because  if  it  were  allowed  to  so 
proceed,  C  might  come  in  and  compel  the  defendants  to  reliti- 
gate  the  whole  matter.^  Upon  a  bill  being  filed  to  have  an 
account  of  a  trust,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  trustee 
for  the  plaintiff  and  two  others;  "  and  that  the  other  two  not 
being  parties  to  the  suit,  he  was  not  bound  to  answer;  for 
otherwise  he  might  be  thrice  called  to  account  for  the  same 
matter;"  and  the  plea  was  allowed.^ 

§  369.  Joinder  of  Tenants  in  Common. — The  rules  gov- 
erning the  joinder  of  joint-tenants  in  equitable  proceedings 
seem  to  be  equally  applicable  to  the  joinder  of  other  cotenants. 
Thus,  where  one  of  two  tenants  in  common  brought  an  action 
of  ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  real  estate,  but  dis- 
covering that  there  was  an  outstanding  term  which  the  de- 
fendant intended  to  set  up,  he  filed  a  bill  praying  a  declaration 
of  his  right  to  a  moiety  of  the  estate,  and  for  the  delivery  of 
the  estate  and  title  deeds,  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents,  it 
was  held  upon  demurrer  that  the  other  cotenant  was  a  neces- 
sary party,  because  the  deeds  could  not  be  delivered  up  in  the 
absence  of  a  party  interested.^  If  any  one  of  the  heirs  seek 
to  set  aside  a  deed  of  their  ancestor  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
in  its  procurement,  all  the  heirs  must  be  brought  before  the 

'  story's  Eq.  PI.  sec.  159. 

2  Weston  V.  Keighley,  Finch,  82. 

^  Stafford  v.  City  of  London.  1  P.  Wms.  4&8. 

*  Hamm  v.  Stevens,  1  Vern.  110;  Kirk  v.  Clark,  Pre.  Ch.  275. 

*  Brookes  v.  Burt,  1  Beav.  106.    See  also  Munoz  v.  De  Tastet,  lb.  p.  109;  Baker  ». 
Harwood,  7  Sim.  370. 
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Court.     The  deed,  if  set  aside,  affects  the  whole  property. 
The  Court,  therefore,  will  not  act  until  all  persons  interested 
are  brought  before  it.'     A  assigned  a  certain  fund,  deposited 
in  a  house  of  agency  in  India,  to  trustees  under  certain  trusts, 
under  Avhich  his  daughters,  B  and  C,  became  entitled  to  the 
fund  equally.     A  suit  was  instituted,  in  which  C's  moiety  of 
the  fund  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her,  and  B's  moiety  was 
ordered  to  remain  in  Court.     The  trustees  suffered  the  fund 
to  remain  in  the  house  of  agency  until  it  failed.     C  then  tiled 
a  bill  against  the  trustees,  to  make  them  responsible  for  her 
moiety  of  the  fund;  whereupon  it  was  held  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  prior  decree,  B  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  new  suit; 
and  for  so  holding,  the  Vice-Chancellor  gave  the  following 
reasons:  "In  this  case  there  is  a  trust-fund,  one  moiety  of 
which  belongs  to  A,  and  the  other  moiety  belongs  to  B;  and 
a  suit  has  been  instituted  by  A,  in  w^hich  the  allegation  is 
that  the  whole  fund  has  been  improperly  dealt  with  by  the 
trustees.     As  it  is  not  represented  that  B  has  been  satisfied 
in  respect  of  his  share,  it  follows,  unless  B  is  made  a  party 
to  the  suit,  the  defendants  will  be  subject  to  a  second  suit, 
as  to  what  constitutes  misfeasance  of  the  whole  fund.     The 
whole  matter  must  be  settled  in  one  suit;  and  therefore,  if 
one  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  fund  is  not  a  party  to  the 
suit,  the  Court  will  not  give  any  relief  as  to  the  fund."''    The 
trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  borrowed  money  of  A.  B.,  giving 
him  security  on  the  tolls,  and  assigning  to  him  such  propor- 
tion of  the  tolls  as  the  sum  advanced  by  him  bore  to  the 
whole  sum  of  money  advanced  by  himself  and  others  on  the 
credit  of  the  tolls.     A  bill  was  subsequently  filed  by  A.  B. 
to  recover  what  was  due  him  under  his  mortgage.    The  Court 
held  that  as  he  was  only  one  of  several  entitled  to  share  in 
the  benefit  of  the  tolls,  he  could  not,  in  the  absence  of  the 
other  mortgagees,  sue  alone  for  his  share.     "  He  asks  to  be 
paid  what  is  due  to  him  out  of  the  moneys  received  or  to  be 
received  under  the  acts  of  parliament,  and  that  a  receiver  of 
the  same  may  bo  appointed;   but  the  other  mortgagees  are 
interested  in  those  moneys,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  bo  paid 

'  Young  V.  Bildcrback,  2  Green's  Ch.  200;  llarcling  v.  Uaudy,  II  Wlical.  lOH. 
■^  Munch  V.  Cockerell,  8  Sim.  231. 
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in  full  without  diminishing  the  fund  out  of  which  they  are 
entitled  to  be  paid;  and  under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  in  this  form  of  suit  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  the  general  relief  which  he  prays.  "^ 

§  370.  Joint  Legatees. — It  seems  to  be  conceded  that 
legatees  entitled  to  a  legacy  as  joint-tenants  thereof  must  file 
their  joint  bill  therefor.-  But  if  the  legacy  be  bequeathed 
to  them  as  tenants  in  common,  a  different  rule  prevails,  at 
least  where  the  legacy  is  ascertained  and  has  been  set  apart 
from  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate.  Thus,  in  Hutchin- 
son V.  Townsend,*  it  was  held  that  parties  who,  by  virtue  of 
the  provisions  of  a  certain  will,  had  become  entitled  to  one- 
fourth  of  an  ascertained  fund,  were  entitled  to  sue  for  their 
share  without  making  the  parties  entitled  to  the  other  three- 
fourths  parties  to  the  suit.  In  a  subsequent  case,  it  appeared 
that  a  legacy  of  ,£150  had  been  bequeathed  to  B  and  H,  and 
that  H  had  filed  a  bill  against  the  executor  and  the  residuary 
legatee  for  the  payment  of  a  moiety  of  the  X150.  An  objec- 
tion was  made  that  the  other  legatee  ought  to  have  been  made 
a  party,  but  it  was  overruled.'' 

g  371.  Foreclosure  against  Joint  Mortgagors. — If  ten- 
ants in  common,  or  other  cotenants,  jointly  execute  a  mort- 
gage, or  otherwise  create  a  joint  lien  on  their  lands,  the 
mortgagee,  or  other  lien-holder,  cannot  be  compelled  to  re- 
ceive payment  of  a  moiety  on  behalf  of  either  cotenant.*  He 
is  entitled  to  have  his  whole  demand  continue  secured  by  a 
lien  on  the  entire  property  until  payment  is  made  in  full. 
One  mortgagor  cannot,  therefore,  compel  the  mortgagee  to 
receive  half  the  debt,  and  to  proceed  against  his  cotenant's 
moiety  for  the  other  half,  although  he  tender  a  sufficient 
bond  of  indemnity  against  eventual  loss.^  In  effecting  a  re- 
demption of  their  lands,  after  the  sale  thereof  under  an  exe- 
cution or  order  of  sale,  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  co- 

'  Mellish  V.  Brooks,  3  Beav.  27. 

•^  Haycock  v.  Haycock,  2  Ch.  Ca.  124. 

=*  2  Keen,  675. 

*  Hughson  V.  Cookson,  3  Younge  &  G.  578. 

*  Fisher  on  Mortg.  sec.  526;  Sanders  v.  Richards,  2  Coll.  568. 
e  Frost  t'.  Bevins,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  183. 
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tenants  should  be  present,'  nor  that  those  who  are  not  present 
should  have  previously  authorized  a  redemption  to  be  made 
on  their  behaK.  The  pai-ties  have  sucli  a  common  interest, 
that  no  previous  express  authority  is  necessary  to  make  a  ten- 
der by  one  valid  for  all.  An  agency  is  implied  by  hnv,  from 
the  relation  of  cotenancy,  by  which  either  cotenant  is  author- 
ized to  act  for  all  in  making  a  tender  for  the  puipose  of  se- 
curing a  title  and  possession  in  which  all  have  a  common  in- 
terest." If,  after  a  tender  made  by  one  cotenant  for  the 
pui-pose  of  redeeming  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  it  becomes 
necessaiy  to  proceed  against  the  purchaser  to  compel  an  ac- 
ceptance of  the  tender,  and  the  other  cotenant  refuses  to 
participate  in  such  proceedings,  the  cotenant  wishing  to  re- 
deem may  bring  his  bill  to  enforce  his  equity  of  redemption, 
making  his  cotenant  a  party  defendant.  In  such  case,  it 
seems  that  the  cotenant  so  made  a  defendant  may,  notwith- 
standing his  refusal  to  join  in  the  suit,  insist  upon  the  ben- 
efit of  the  redemption.  "His  refusal  to  join  in  the  suit,  or 
his  position  in  the  suit,  is  of  no  consequence."^  A  judgment 
creditor  of  one  tenant  in  common  may  redeem  the  interest  of 
such  cotenant,  but  he  must  pay  the  entire  sum  which  would 
be  necessary  to  effect  a  redemption  of  the  whole  property, 
while  by  such  redemption  he  can  acquire  nothing  beyond  the 
moiety  of  his  judgment  debtor.^  In  foreclosing  a  mortgage, 
all  the  mortgagors  must  be  made  parties  defendant.'* 

§  372.  Foreclosure  by  Joint  Mortgagees. — "There  can 
be  no  foreclosure  or  redemption,  unless  the  parties  entitled 
to  the  whole  mortgage  money  are  before  the  Court.""  There- 
fore, one  of  the  mortgagees  cannot  alone  bring  a  bill  to  fore- 
close for  his  moiety  of  the  mortgage."    The  rule  that  all  the 

'  Beokman  v.  Bunn,  Hill  &  Denio,  Supp.  265. 

■■^  Gentry  v.  Gentry,  1  Sneed,  88. 

^  Gentry  v.  Gentry,  1  Sueed,  90. 

*  Neilson  v.  Neilaon,  ."S  Barb.  565. 

'■'  Stucker  v.  Htucker,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  301.  But  in  Georgia  it  has  l)cop  lield  that  a 
mortgage  executed  by  two  tenants  in  common  may  bo  separately  foreclosed  againbt 
each.    Baker  v.  Shepherd,  30  Ga.  706;  S.  C.  37,  XL.  15. 

tt  Palmer  d.  Earl  of  Carlisle,  1  Him.  ft,  St.  125;  Woodward  i'.  Wood,  10  Ala.  213. 

T  Same  as  4;  also  Lowe  r.  Morgan,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  368;  Forsyth  v.  Druk(\  1  Grant's  Oh. 
223;  Johnson  v.  Brown,  11  Foster,  410;  Tyler  v.  Yreka  Water  Co.  14  Cal.  218;  Cock- 
bum  V.  Thompson,  16  Ves.  324.  The  case  of  Montgomcrio  v.  Bath,  3  Ves.  Jr.  560  is 
contra. 
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joint  mortgagees  must  be  parties  seems  to  be  applicable, 
although  the  mortgage  was  taken  in  the  name  of  but  one,  the 
debt  secured  being  the  joint  property  of  all.  Thus,  where 
N,  H,  and  J,  were  partners  in  trade,  and  as  such  had  received 
several  promissory  notes  from  W;  and  thereafter  "W,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  such  notes,  executed  a  mortgage  to  N  alone, 
it  was  held  that  N  could  not,  in  his  own  name,  bring  a  bill  to 
foreclose,  and  that  H  and  J  were  necessary  parties,  because, 
although  the  mortgage  was  made  to  N,  "  it  was  taken  for  the 
benefit  of  all,  and  the  money  ought  to  be  decreed  to  all."^  In 
each  of  the  cases  to  which  we  have  referred,  the  debt  secured 
by  the  mortgage  was  joint.  It  occasionally  happens  that  a 
joint  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  separate  and  distinct  debts 
due  to  the  mortgagees  separately.  In  such  case,  there  is  no 
joint  interest  in  the  money  to  be  decreed;  and  having  separate 
debts,  the  mortgagees  seem  to  occupy  the  same  relation  be- 
tween each  other  and  towards  the  mortgagor  as  though  they 
held  separate  mortgages  simultaneously  executed.  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  they  could  and  ought  to  pursue  separate 
remedies  of  foreclosure.  In  one  instance,  it  has  been  deter- 
mined that  they  may  join  in  proceedings  to  foreclose,  and  the 
reasons  assigned  by  the  Court  for  its  decision  were  such  as  to 
indicate  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  their  joinder  was 
not  optional.^  On  the  other  hand,  are  at  least  two  decisions 
determining  that  the  mortgagees  may  sue  separately,  and  the 
language  employed  in  these  cases  is  such  as  to  sustain  the 
conclusion  that  the  non-joinder  is  as  compulsory  as  if  separate 
mortgages  had  been  executed  for  each  separate  debt."  A 
mortgage  given  to  secure  separate  debts  may,  after  its  fore- 
closure, result  in  a  tenancy  in  common  of  the  land  mortgaged. 
But  ' '  until  a  foreclosure  is  had  upon  a  mortgage,  or  the  title 
to  the  land  has,  by  process  of  law,  become  vested  in  thfe  mort- 
gagee or  mortgagees,  or  their  assignees,  their  interest  is  one 
of  security,  and  not  such  as  to  make  them  tenants  in  common 
of  the  land.  The  mortgage  is  upon  the  whole  premises,  for 
the  security  of  every  part  of  the  debt  named  in  the  condition, 
and  the  judgment  must  go  upon  the  whole.     If  there  are  sev- 

'  Noyes  i'.  Sawyer,  3  Vt.  160. 

•'■  Shirkey  v.  Hanna,  3  Blackf.  403. 

3  Thayer  v.  Campbell,  9  Mo.  283;  Burnett  i'.  Pratt,  22  Pick.  557. 
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eral  demands,  each  demand  is  a  claim  upon  the  entire  prop- 
erty as  against  the  mortgagor.  He  has  mortgaged  the  whole 
premises  to  secm-e  the  payment  of  all  the  notes  and  of  each 
note;  but  after  the  title  of  the  property  has  passed  from  him 
by  due  process  of  law,  the  assignees  become  the  owners  of 
the  land  in  proportion  to  their  respective  debts,  and  must 
adjust  the  matter  between  themselves  accordingly."' 

Note.— The  Legislatures  of  the  several  States  have  interfered  with  the  rules  of  the 
common  law  in  regard  to  actions  by  cotenants  against  third  persons,  with  much  less 
frequency  than  with  the  rales  relating  to  actions  by  cotenauts  between  one  another. 
The  chief  statutorj-  innovations  on  the  common  law  have  been:  1st,  the  allowance  of 
the  joinder  of  tenants  in  common  in  actions  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  com- 
mon property;  and  2d,  authorizing  the  entiy  of  judgment  in  favor  of  those  entitled 
thereto,  notwithstanding  their  misjoinder  with  persons  having  no  interest  in  the 
property  sued  for.  We  give  below  extracts  from  such  of  the  statutes  as  we  have  been 
able  to  discover  among  the  compiled  laws  of  the  several  States;  but  as  the  indices  to 
these  compilations  are  manifestly  very  imperfect  on  this  subject,  wo  have,  no  doubt, 
been  unable  to  find  many  of  the  statutory  provisions  concerning  actions  by  cotenants 
against  strangers  to  the  cotenancy. 

C-UJiOBNiA. — "All  persons  holding  as  tenants  in  common,  joint-tenants,  or  copai- 
ceners,  or  any  number  less  than  all,  may  jointly  or  severally  commence  or  defend  any 
civil  action  or  proceeding  for  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  the  rights  of  such 
party."— Sec.  384  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Geobgia. — "A  tenant  in  common  need  not  join  his  cotenant,  but  may  sue  separately 
for  his  interest,  and  the  judgment  in  such  case  affects  only  himself."— Sec.  3259  Code 
of  Georgia,  ed.  of  1871. 

Illinois. — In  actions  of  ejectment,  if  any  of  the  plaintifls  is  entitled  to  judgment, 
he  may  recover  notwithstanding  his  joinder  with  a  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  judg- 
ment.— Gross  Statutes  of  111.  p.  24G,  sec.  26. 

Indiana. — In  this  State,  in  actions  to  recover  possession  of  real  estate,  "Where 
there  are  two  or  more  plaintiflfs  or  defendants,  any  one  or  more  of  the  plaiutiflfs  may 
recover  against  any  one  or  more  of  the  defendants,  the  premises  or  any  part  thereof, 
or  any  interest  therein,  or  damages  according  to  the  right  of  the  parties;  but  the  re- 
covery shall  not  be  for  a  gi-eater  interest  than  is  claimed."  (Rev.  St.  vol.  2,  p.  1G7, 
sec.  600,  vol.  2  Gavin  &  Hord,  p.  283.)  Actions  for  nuisance  "may  bo  brought  by  any 
person  whose  property  is  injuriously  affected,  or  whose  personal  enjoyment  is  lessened 
by  the  nuisance."- Sec.  629,  lb.  p.  289. 

See  $  614,  p.  285,  as  to  action  against  his  cotenant. 

Maine.— "  Persons  claiming  as  tenants  in  common,  jointrtenants,  or  coparceners, 
may  all,  or  any  t\vo  or  more,  join  in  a  suit  for  recovery  of  lands;  or  dno  may  sue 
alone. 

"  The  demandant  may  recover  a  specific  part  or  undivided  portion  of  the  premises 
to  which  he  proves  a  title,  though  less  than  ho  demanded." — Rev.  St.  Mo.  p.  762,  secB. 
9,  10,  ed.  1871. 

"All  or  any  of  the  tenants  in  common,  coparceners,  or  joint-tenants  of  any  lands, 

'  1  Johnson  r.  Bro\vn,  11  Foster,  412. 
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may  join  or  sever  in  personal  actions  for  injuries  done  thereto,  setting  forth  in  the 
declaration  the  names  of  all  the  cotenants,  if  known,  and  the  Court  may  order  notice 
to  be  given  in  such  actions  to  all  other  cotenants  known,  and  all  or  any  of  them,  at 
any  time  before  final  judgment,  may  become  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  and  prosecute 
the  suit  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned. 

"The  Court  shall  enter  judgment  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  injury  proved,  but 
award  execution  only  for  the  proportion  thereof  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs;  and  the 
remaining  cotenants  may  afterwards  jointly  or  severally  sue  out  a  scire  facias  on 
such  judgment,  and  execution  shall  be  thereupon  awarded  for  their  proportion  of 
the  damages  adjudged  in  the  original  suit."— lb.  p.  733,  sees.  14, 15. 

Massachusetts.— "Any  two  or  more  persons  claiming  the  same  premises  as  joint- 
tenants,  tenants  in  common,  or  coparceners,  may  join  in  a  suit  for  the  recovery  there- 
of, or  any  one  may  sue  alone  for  his  share. 

"  The  demandant  may  recover  any  specfiic  part  of  the  premises,  or  any  imdivided 
portion  thereof  to  which  he  proves  a  sufficient  title,  though  such  part  or  portion  is 
less  than  that  demanded  in  the  writ."— Genl.  St.  of  Mass.  p.  692,  sees.  9,  10,  ed.  of 
1860. 

Michigan.— "  When  any  person  shall  die,  leaving  heirs,  either  in  the  same  or  in 
difierent  degrees,  and  where  several  persons  shall  be,  in  any  other  way,  entitled  to  real 
estate  as  tenants  in  common,  or  as  joint-tenants,  they  may  bring  a  joint  action  for  the 
recovery  thereof,  or  may  bring  several  actions  for  their  respective  shares  or  in- 
terests."—Comp.  Laws,  sec.  6386,  ed.  of  1871. 

Mississippi.— In  this  State,  cotenants  may  sue  jointly  or  severally  in  ejectment;  and 
if  they  sue  jointly,  and  but  one  be  entitled  to  judgment,  he  may  recover.— Rev.  Code 
of  Miss.  sees.  1552  to  1554,  ed.  of  1871. 

Missouki.— Sec.  3  of  chapter  151  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  this  State,  (Wagner's 
Stats.  558,)  relating  to  ejectment,  provides  that  "two  or  more  tenants  in  common 
may  join  in  the  action,  and  jointly  prosecute  and  sustain  such  action  for  the  recovery 
of  the  estate  by  them  owned  in  common." 

Sec.  10  of  the  same  chapter  provides  that  "where  there  are  two  or  more  plaintiffs, 
any  one  or  more  may  recover  any  interest  they  may  be  entitled  to,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  they  had  brought  separate  actions;  and  it  shall  not  be  any  objection  to  a  re- 
covery in  such  action  that  any  one  or  several  of  the  plaintiffs  do  not  prove  any  interest 
in  the  premises  claimed,  but  those  entitled  shall  have  judgment,  according  to  their 
rights,  for  the  whole,  or  such  part  or  portion  as  he,  she,  or  they  might  have  recovered 
if  they  had  brought  separate  suits."— Wagner's  Stats.  559,  sec.  10. 

Rhode  Island.— "In  actions  of  ejectment,  or  other  actions  concerning  any  estate 
holden  or  claimed  in  coparcenary,  common  or  joint  tenancy,  where  the  possession  of 
such  estate  claimed  is  the  object  of  the  suit,  the  same  may  be  commenced  by  aU  or 
any  two  or  more  of  the  coparceners,  tenants  in  common,  or  joint-tenants,  or  the 
same  may  be  brought  by  each  one  for  his  particular  share  of  such  estate;  and  the 
same  rules  shall  prevail  in  actions  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits." — Genl.  St.  ed. 
of  1873,  p.  519,  sec.  1. 

Vieginia.—"  Tenants  in  common  may  join  or  be  joiDed  as  plaintiffs  or  defend- 
ants."—Code  of  Va.  chap.  164,  sec.  2,  ed.  of  1873,  p.  1081. 

Wisconsin.— "When  any  person  shall  die,  leaving  heirs,  either  in  the  same  or  in 
difierent  degrees,  and  where  several  persons  shall  be  in  any  other  way  entitled  to  real 
estate  as  tenants  in  common,  or  as  joint-tenants,  they  may  bring  a  joint  action  for 
the  recovery  thereof,  or  may  bring  several  actions  for  their  respective  shares  or  in- 
terests."—Taylor's  St.  of  Wis.  vol.  2,  p.  1713,  sec.  9. 


CHAPTEK  XVI. 

EFFECT  OF  STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON  ACTIONS  BY  AND  BETWEEN 

COTENANTS. 

Actions  between  Cotenants,  ^  373. 

Actions  against  third  persons,  $  374. 

Disability  of  one  Cotenant  in  Joint  Action,  $  375. 

Statutes  construed  to  allow  all  the  benefit  of  one's  disability,  $  376. 

Suit  by  Cotenant  under  disability,  -without  joining  the  others,  $  377. 

Joinder  of  barred  Cotenant,  when  fatal,  ^  378. 

§  373.  Actions  bet-ween  Cotenants. — The  statute  of  lim- 
itations operates  upon  causes  of  action  existing  in  favor  of 
one  cotenant  and  against  another,  to  the  same  extent  that  it 
operates  in  actions  between  persons  not  within  the  relation  of 
cotenancy.  The  only  peculiar  difficulty  in  the  application  of 
the  statute  to  actions  between  cotenants  is  in  determining  at 
what  period  it  began  to  run.  This  difficulty  arises  only  in 
actions  growing  out  of  the  cotenancy;  for  if  the  suit  be 
based  upon  some  cause  of  action  disconnected  from  the  co- 
tenancy, the  accidental  circumstance  that  the  parties  are 
cotenants  neither  affects  the  cause  of  action  nor  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  thereon.  Nearly  all  actions,  arising 
out  of  the  cotenancy,  which  may  be  successfully  prose- 
cuted by  one  cotenant  against  another  must  be  preceded 
by  and  grounded  upon  some  act  done  by  the  latter,  and 
which  the  law  regards  as  an  ouster  of  the  former.  In  all 
such  cases,  the  ouster  or  act  of  exclusion  at  once  creates 
a  cause  of  action,  and  the  statute  commences  to  run  simul- 
taneously with  the  creation  of  this  cause.  But  a  cotenant 
may  be  called  upon  to  account  for  rents  and  profits 
received  by  him;  and  a  diffijrcnce  of  opinion  exists  as  to 
whether  the  statute  commences  to  run  in  his  favor  from  the 
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date  of  his  reception  of  the  moneys  for  which  he  is  liable  to 
account,  or  not  until  he  has  shown  an  intention  of  holding 
such  moneys  adversely  to  his  cotenants.    According  to  one  of 
the  authorities:    "The  statute  of  limitations  does  not  com- 
mence running,  in  the  case  of  tenants  in  common,  until  the 
relation  is  determined  by  partition,  or  there  is  a  demand  to  be 
let  into  possession  and  an  actual  ouster;  or  a  demand  for  an 
account,  and  the  right  is  denied.     There  cannot  be  such  an 
adversary  possession  as  to  make  the  statute  run,  in  reference 
to  the  right  to  an  account  of  the  profits,  when  it  does  not  also 
run  in  reference  to  the  right  of  possession,  which  can  only  be 
when  there  is  an  ouster,  really  made  or  presumed  from  lapse 
of  time."^    So  in  Georgia,  it  has  been  held  that  as  the  statute 
creating  the  liability  of  a  cotenant  to  account  professed  to 
make  him  chargeable  as  "bailiff,"  he  can  only  assert  the 
statute  of  limitations  in  circumstances  which  would  enable  a 
bailiff  to  assert  it;  and  this  being  so,  that  there  is  necessarily 
the  same  relation  between  the  cotenants  as  there  is  between 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  executor  and  legatee,  administrator 
and  heir,  guardian  and  ward;  and  that  "the  relation  between 
these  is  such  that  it  prevents  the  statute  of  limitations  from 
*  running  until  the  executor,  the  administrator,  or  the  guardian 
as  the  case  may  be,  has  begun  to  hold  adversely  to  his  cor- 
relative, and  knowledge  of  that  fact  has  come  to  the  correla- 
tive. "^    But  a  majority  of  the  American  cases  are  not  in  har- 
mony with  those  just  cited.     In  Alabama,  it  is  said  that  con- 
ceding that  a  cotenant  receiving  rents  or  profits  holds  a  moiety 
as  trustee,  yet  his  is  an  implied  and  not  an  express  trust,  and 
therefore  the  statute  runs  in  his  favor.^    In  another  case,  the 
Court  based  its  decision  on  the  ground  that  as  the  receipt  of 
rents  and  profits  by  one  tenant  in  common  "  imposes  on  him 
who  receives  an  immediate  accountability  to  the  other,  for  the 
part  of  the  profits  to  which  he  is  entitled,"  and  as  the  pre- 
cedents in  declarations  for  accounting  show  that  no  allegation 
of  a  demand  is  necessary,  it  follows  that  when  one  cotenant 
receives  more  than  his  share  of  the  rents  and  profits,  he  is  at 

1  Northcot  V.  Casper,  6  Ired.  Eq.  306,  overruling  Wagstaff  v.  Smith,  4  Ired.  Eq.  1, 
and  reinstating  Wagstafif  v.  Smith,  2  Dev.  Eq.  264. 
•^  Huff  V.  McDonald,  22  Geo.  164. 
^  Tarleton  v.  Goldthwaite's  Heirs,  23  Ala.  358. 
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once  and  without  a  demand  liable  therefore,  and  that  the 
statute  commences  running  as  soon  as  the  liability  is  com- 
plete. •  In  England,  it  has  been  said  that  "in  the  case  of 
joint-tenants  or  parceners,  there  is  a  mutual  trust  between 
them,  and  they  are  accountable  to  each  other,  without  regard 
to  lapse  of  time;"  but  that  "it  is  otherwise  in  the  case  of 
tenants  in  common. "- 

§  374.  Actions  against  Third  Persons. — It  is  obvious 
that  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  upon  a  cause 
of  action  accruing  in  favor  of  two  or  more  as  cotenants,  must 
be  identical  with  its  operation  upon  a  similar  cause  of  action 
accniing  to  one  person  in  severalty,  provided  that  all  the  co- 
tenants  are  free  from  those  disabilities  which  exonerate 
parties  from  prosecuting  their  causes  of  action,  and  there- 
fore prevent  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

§  375.     Disability  of  one  Cotenant  in  Joint  Actions. — 

But  some  of  the  cotenants  may  be  adults  and  others  minors, 
or  if  all  be  adults,  some  of  them  may  be  under  the  disability, 
and  therefore  within  the  privileges  of  coverture.  In  case 
one  of  the  cotenants  has  been  under  some  disability,  and 
therefore  is  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  the 
effect  of  his  exemption  may  be  brought  in  question :  1st,  in 
actions  in  which  he  has  joined  with  the  other  cotenants;  2d, 
in  actions  brought  by  himself  alone.  Actions  of  the  first 
class  may  be  considered  with  reference:  1st,  to  joint  causes 
of  action  which,  by  the  common  law,  were  required  to  be 
jointly  prosecuted;  2d,  to  causes  of  action  which,  by  common 
law  or  by  statutory  provisions,  the  cotenants  were  not  re- 
quired to  join  in  prosecuting.  A  preponderance  of  the  au- 
thorities, wo  think,  sustains  the  general  proposition  that 
whenever  a  joint  cause  of  action  exists,  and  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  a  bar  to  any  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  a  bar  to  all.^ 
"It  is  now  well  settled  that  where  several  persons  are  en- 
titled to  an  action,  in  order  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  statute 

'  Wagstaff  V.  Smith,  4  Ired.  Eq.  3,  overruled  iu  (1  Ired.  Eq.  .'JOG;  but  followed  iiud 
supported  by  deciaious  iu  other  States.  See  Corbett  v.  Luureus,  5  Rich.  Etj.  301; 
Coleman  v.  Hutchennou,  3  Bibb,  214. 

■'  Priuce  r.  Heyliu,  1  Atk.  493. 

•  Haideniau  c.  Sinn.  3  Ala.  747;  Perry  v.  Jack.-*0M,  4  T.  H.  510. 
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of  limitations,  the  whole  of  them  must  labor  nnder  the  same 
disability."^  "It  seems  to  be  a  settled  rule  that  all  the 
plaintiffs  in  a  suit  must  be  competent  to  sue,  otherwise  the 
action  cannot  be  supported.  When  once  the  statute  runs 
against  one  of  two  parties  entitled  to  a  joint  action,  it  ope- 
rates as  a  bar  to  such  joint  action."^  "Whenever  the  statute 
of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of  one  of  the  parties 
in  such  action,  it  operates  against  the  whole,  because  the  dis- 
ability of  one  does  not  save  the  right  of  the  others.  The 
statute  protects  the  rights  of  those  who  are  incompetent  to 
protect  themselves;  but,  where  some  of  the  parties  are  com- 
petent, they  ought  to  take  care  of  the  interests  of  all,  by  pro- 
secuting the  suit  within  time."^  In  this  respect,  the  common 
is  in  striking  contrast  with  the  civil  law.  According  to 
Domat:  "If  one  that  is  major  happens  to  have  a  right  un- 
divided with  a  minor,  the  prescription  which  could  not  run 
against  the  minor  will  have  no  effect  against  the  major. 
Thus,  for  example,  if  a  service  of  passage  is  due  to  a  major 
and  to  a  minor,  for  a  ground  which  is  common  to  them  both, 
the  one  and  the  other  having  ceased  to  make  use  of  this  right 
during  time  sufficient  to  prescribe,  the  service  which  the 
minor  could  not  lose  by  prescription  will  be  preserved  like- 
wise for  the  major.  "^  While  the  civil  law  is  lenient  towards 
the  major  in  circumstances  which  do  not  seem  to  entitle  him 
to  any  special  consideration,  and  solely  because  of  an  asso- 
ciation which  on  his  part  is  accidental  rather  than  meritor- 
ious, the  common  law,  on  the  other  hand,  is  unjust  to  a  minor 
in  circumstances  which  do  not  seem  to  justify  unusual  harsh- 
ness, and  solely  on  account  of  an  association  which,  on  his 
part,  is  fortuitous  rather  than  culpable.  Bvit  there  are  a 
number  of  American  pases  in  full  harmony  with  the  civil  law 
as  stated  in  foregoing  quotation  from  Domat. 

Mr.  Justice  Cheves,  in  the  case  of  Faysoux  v.  Prather,^  de- 
cided in  1818,  stated  that  ' '  according  to  the  decisions  of  our 

'  Milner  v.  Davis,  Litt.  Select  Cases,  436. 

'■^  Marsteller  v.  McClean,  7  Cranch,  158;  Allen  v.  Beal's  Heirs,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  554; 
Jordan  v.  McKenzie,  30  Miss.  32;  Dickey  v.  Armstrong,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  39;  Wells  v.. 
Kagland,  1  Swan,  501;  Barrow's  Lessee  v.  Nave,  2  Yerg.  229. 

'  Riden  v.  Frior,  3  Murph.  577. 

*  Domat's  Civil  Law  by  Strahan,  Part  I.  B.  III.  Tit.  VII.  Sec.  V.  Art.  V. 

^  1  Nott  &  McC.  298,  followed  in  Lahiffee  v.  Smart,  1  Bailey,  192. 
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Courts,  "^here  hvo  or  more  are  interested  as  coparceners,  or 
joint -tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  if  one  be  under  the  dis- 
cibility  of  infancy,  it  saves  the  rights  of  others  from  the  effect 
of  the  statute."  In  an  early  case  in  Connecticut,  it  is  said 
that  ' '  there  can  be  no  question  but  the  rule  of  the  common 
law  on  a  joint  suit  is,  that  the  minority  of  one  will  save  the 
rights  of  those  of  full  age;  for  the  recovery  must  be  joint, 
and  no  one  without  the  other  can  recover."^  There  are  also 
quite  a  number  of  decisions  to  the  effect  that  where  several 
parties  to  an  action  are  required  within  a  specified  time  to 
jointly  prosecute  some  proceeding  to  obtain  a  review  of  a  judg- 
ment or  decree,  and  one  of  these  parties  is  exempted  from  this 
requirement  on  account  of  certain  disabilities,  then  all  are  so 
exempted.-  The  authorities  thus  opposed  to  one  another  are 
all  based  upon  the  assumption  that  a  joint  right  or  a  joint 
cause  of  action  cannot  be  severed.  Keasoning  from  this  as- 
sumption, different  Courts  have  attained  diametrically  opposite 
conclusions.  On  one  hand,  it  is  said  that  because  the  action 
is  necessarily  joint,  it  must  follow  that  whenever  the  statute 
extinguishes  the  cause  of  action  as  to  one  cotenant  it  ex- 
tinguishes it  as  to  all.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said,  with 
equal  force,  that  whenever  a  cause  of  action  is  necessarily 
joint,  it  must  follow  that  the  keeping  of  such  cause  alive  as 
to  one  cotenant  is  keeping  it  alive  as  to  all.  And  as  con- 
siderations of  inconvenience  and  hardship  are  apt  to  prevail 
over  those  general  rules  by  which  all  systems  of  jurispnidence 
ought  to  be  distinguished,  it  is  natural  that  we  should  find 
decisions  which,  though  emanating  from  Courts  professedly 
engaged  in  administering  the  common  law,  are  totally  in-econ- 
cilable  with  both  the  theories  referred  to  in  this  section. 
These  decisions  are  attempts  to  obtain  a  middle  ground  which 
shall  be  free  on  the  one  side  from  the  manifest  hardship  of 
involving  the  minors  in  a  common  ruin  with  the  majors,  and 
on  the  other  side,  of  the  equal  injustice  of  conceding  to  the 
majors  the  peculiar  advantages  intended  solely  for  tlio  minors. 
In  South  Carolina,  several  joint  plaintiffs  sued  in  trover  for 
the  conversion  of  a  slave.    The  defendant  pleaded  the  statute 

'  Stanford  v.  Button,  4  Day,  311. 

-  Kennedy'H  HeirK  v.  Duncan,  Hardin,  3C5;  Wilkins  r.  Phillips,  3  Ohio,  50;  Meese 
r.  Kecfe,  10  Ohio,  302;  Sturgea  v.  LongAVorth,  1  Ohio  St.  5U1. 

C.  &  p.— 28 
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of  limitations;  and  the  replication  showed  that  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  had  been  under  some  disability,  and  was  not  there- 
fore barred  by  the  statute.  O'Neall,  Justice,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  saying:  "  I  apprehend,  too, 
that  notwithstanding  the  plaintiffs  are  joint,  that  one  may  in 
trover  recover,  and  the  others  fail,  under  the  plea  of  the 
statute  of  limitations.  The  party  having  the  benefit  of  the 
disability  would  be  entitled  to  judgment  for  damages  found 
for  the  conversion  of  his  title.  For  the  defendant  who  relies 
upon  the  statute,  and  thus  succeeds  in  cutting  off  two  out  of 
three  plaintiffs,  is  properly  only  a  wrongdoer  against  the  one 
to  whom  the  statute  does  not  apply.  If  the  defendant  and 
the  plaintiff  not  barred  by  the  statute,  after  the  allowance  of 
its  bar  against  the  adult  plaintiffs,  were  even  to  be  regarded 
as  tenants  in  common,  the  defendant's  plea  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  would  be  such  evidence  of  the  assertion  of  an 
adverse  claim  as  would  amount  to  an  ouster,  upon  which  the 
minor  would  be  entitled  to  recover."^ 

§  376.  Statutes  allo-wing  to  all  the  benefit  of  one's  Dis- 
ability.— A  distinction  has  been  claimed  and  allowed  in  sev- 
eral of  the  State  Courts  between  cases  in  which,  when  the 
cause  of  action  accrued,  some  of  the  cotenants  were  free  from 
disabilities,  and  cases  in  which  all  the  cotenants  were  under 
disability  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued  to  them;  and  it 
has  been  held  that  in  the  last  named  cases  the  statute  does 
not  commence  running  against  any  until  all  are  freed  from 
their  disability.  These  decisions  rest  for  their  justification 
upon  the  peculiar  language  of  the  statutes  of  limitations  under 
which  they  were  made.^    These  statutes  so  employ  the  plural 

'  Henry  v.  Means,  2  Hill,  S.  C.  332.  See  to  the  same  effect  Jordon  v.  Thornton,  7 
Geo.  520. 

2  The  statute  of  Mississippi,  which  is  said  to  be  substantially  identical  vdih.  that  of 
the  other  States  in  which  the  decisions  referred  to  in  the  text  have  been  made,  is  as 
follows:  "If  any  person  or  persons,  who  is,  or  are,  or  shaU  be  entitled  to  any  of  the 
actions  specified  in  the  three  preceding  sectfons  of  this  act,  is,  or  are,  or  shall  be  at 
the  time  of  any  such  action  accruing:  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  feme  covert, 
or  insane,  then  such  person  or  persons  shall  be  at  liberty  to  bring  such  action,  so  as 
he,  she,  or  they  institute  or  take  the  same  within  such  time  as  is  before  limited,  after 
his,  or  her,  or  theii-  coming  to  or  being  of  full  age,  discovert,  or  of  sane  memory,  as 
by  other  person  or  persons  having  no  such  impediment,  might  have  done."— Howard 
A  Hutchinson's  Stats,  p.  569,  sec.  94. 
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•word  "  they"  as  to  give  much  force  to  the  idea  that  the  legis- 
lators intended  bv  the  use  of  that  word  that  a  statute  pre- 
vented from  running  bj  the  joint  or  common  disability  of  all, 
should  continue  in  abeyance  until  such  disability  was  re- 
moved from  all.  The  construction  of  one  of  these  statutes, 
and  the  reasoning  therefor,  were  thus  given  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Tennessee:  "If  one  of  several,  entitled  to  a  joint 
action,  be  over  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  time  the 
action  accrues,  the  statute  runs  against  all,  although  the 
others  are  infants ;  because  '  they'  who  are  entitled  to  the  ac- 
tion were  not  under  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  seeing  one 
of  them  was  not,  and  therefore  none  of  them  are  within  the 
saving.  But  if  all  the  persons  entitled  to  a  joint  action  are 
within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  time  such  action 
accrues,  then  the  action  is  within  the  saving,  until  '  they'  who 
are  entitled  to  it  shall  become  of  full  age.  As  the  word 
'they'  in  the  former  case  includes  all  those  entitled  to  the 
joint  action,  and  one  of  them  not  being  within  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  all  of  them  are  excluded  by  the  saving;  so  in 
the  latter  case,  if  all  are  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  when 
the  action  accrues,  and  so  are  within  the  saving,  all  must 
continue  within  the  saving  so  long  as  one  of  them  remains 
under  the  age  of  twenty- one,  for  until  then,  'they' have  not 
attained  'their'  full  age."' 

g  377,  Suit  by  a  Cotenant  under  Disability. — Wo  shall 
now  consider  actions  of  the  second  class,  namely,  those 
brought  by  the  person  under  disability,  Avithout  joining  any 
of  his  cotenants.  It  appears  from  the  authorities  already  con- 
sidered that  if  the  cause  of  action  bo  a  joint  one — such  a  one 
that  the  failure  to  unite  all  the  cotenants  would  prove  fatal, 
if  taken  advantage  of  by  proper  plea — then  such  cause  is 
either  entirely  barred  by  or  entirely  saved  from  the  ojjoration 
of  the  statute.  In  such  cases  therefore  the  cotenant  under 
disability  has  nothing  to  gain  by  suing  alone;  for  unless  he 
can  recover  in  conjunction  with  his  cotenants  he  cannot  re- 
cover at   all.-     But  in  some  States,  a  cotenant  entitled  to  sue 

'  Shute  V.  Wade,  5  Ycrg.  9;  MastcTH  v.  Dunn,  ao  MiHM.  2G8;  llfion  v.  Mur.Hlmll,  5 
Humph.  443;  WcUh  v.  llaglan,  1  Swan,  .Wl;  Jones  v.  Iloury, ;)  Litt.48;  Itiggg  i-.  Doo- 
ley,  7  a.  Mour.  240;  Clay'a  Ht-ks  v.  Miller.  3  Mour.  H(j;  8uuy  c.  Bacou,  4  Suecd,  102. 

'^  See  «ce.  375. 
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without  joining  his  cotenants,  may  ordinarily,  as  against  a 
stranger  to  the  cotenancy,  recover  possession  of  the  whole  of 
the  common  property.  The  question  frequently  arises,  does 
the  disability  under  which  a  cotenant  has  labored  protect  him 
from  the  statute  as  to  his  moiety  alone,  or  does  it  secure  him 
in  the  right  which  he  ardinarily  has  to  recover  from  a  stranger 
the  possession  of  all  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy?  The  answer 
must  be  that  except  as  to  his  own  moiety  his  cause  of  action 
is  lost.  So  far,  the  effect  of  the  statute  upon  his  cotenants 
operates  also  against  him.^  Where  one  of  two  coparceners 
was  under  a  disability,  and  entered  within  twenty  years  after 
the  removal  of  such  disability,  it  was  held  that  her  entry 
could  not  operate  in  favor  of  the  other  coparcener  who  had 
not  been  under  any  disability.^  The  rule  that  a  cotenant  saved 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute  cannot  recover  the  whole  of 
the  lands  of  the  cotenancy  "is  founded  on  the  proposition 
that  when  the  statute  has  fully  run,  and  has  become  effectual 
to  bar  and  adverse  title,  the  disseizor  acquires  a  new  title 
founded  on  disseizin.  He  does  not  acquire  or  succeed  to  the 
title  and  estate  of  the  disseizee,  but  is  vested  with  a  new  title 
and  estate,  founded  on  and  springing  from  the  disseizin;  and 
the  title  of  the  disseizee,  if  not  wholly  extinguished,  has  at 
least  become  inoperative  in  law,  and  is  without  a  remedy  to 
enforce  it.  The  new  title  thus  acquired  by  the  disseizor  must 
of  necessity  correspond  with  that  on  which  the  disseizin  ope- 
rated, as  he  could  not  acquire  by  disseizin  a  greater  estate 
than  that  held  by  the  disseizee.  If  the  latter  held  only  an 
undivided  interest  as  tenant  in  common  with  another,  the  dis- 
seizor would  acquire  by  disseizin  a  similar  undivided  interest; 
for  it  was  only  that  on  which  the  disseizin  operated  and  took 
effect.  The  disseizor  of  one  of  several  tenants  in  common 
acquiring  a  title  by  disseizin,  therefore,  becomes  himself  a 
tenant  in  common  with  the  other  cotenants;  and  hence  in  an 
action  by  one  or  more  of  them  against  him  for  the  possession, 
the  recovery  is  limited  to  the  particular  interest  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  does  not  include  the  whole  property."^     As  the  title 

1  Pendergrast  v.  Gullatt,  10  Geo.  224;  Bowyer  v.  Judge,  11  East,  287;  Bryan  v.  Hin- 
man,  5  Day,  218. 

2  Eoe  on  dem.  Langdon  v.  Rowlston,  2  Taunt.  445. 
^  Williams  v.  Sutton,  43  Cal.  73. 


437  STATUTE    OF    LIMITATIONS.  §  378 

of  the  cotenants  not  under  any  disability  is  extinguished  by 
the  operation  of  the  statute,  it  follows  tliat  the  cotenant  not 
under  disability  cannot  obtain  any  rights  by  a  deed  from  them, 
nor  through  a  partition  to  which  they  are  parties.  In  some 
instances,  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  evade  the  force  of  the 
statute  by  means  of  a  suit  in  partition  m  which  lands  adversely 
held  for  a  period  sufficient  for  the  acquisition  of  title  by  pre- 
scription were  set  off  to  a  cotenant  whose  minority  saved  him 
from  the  bar  of  the  statute.  But  these  attempts  proved  futile; 
and  the  cotenant  was,  in  his  recovery,  confined  to  the  moiety 
to  which  he  was  entitled  independent  of  the  partition.' 

g  378.  Joinder  of  Cotenant  barred  by  the  Statutes, 
when  fatal. — While  the  state  of  the  authorities  is  such  as 
to  admit  of  grave  doubt  as  to  whether  in  case  of  joint  actions 
the  disability  of  one  cotenant  operates  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
or  whether  the  want  of  disability  in  one  operates  to  the  det- 
riment of  all,  yet  this  seems  certain :  that,  in  the  absence  of 
pecrdiar  statutory  provisions,  whenever  the  rights  of  coten- 
ants may  be  secured  by  separate  actions,  and  adequate  means 
of  redress  are  therefore  within  the  reach  of  each,  a  cotenant  not 
under  any  disability  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  disability  of 
any  of  his  cotenants.'  But  the  cause  of  action  or  the  nature 
of  the  cotenancy  may  be  such  that  the  cotenants  could  have 
either  joined  or  severed  in  the  prosecution  of  their  remedies. 
In  such  case,  while  it  is  generally  and  we  believe  universally 
conceded  that  the  cotenants  not  under  disability  shall  not  de- 
rive any  benefit  from  the  disability  of  the  minor  cotenants, 
more  doubt  must  be  felt,  after  an  examination  of  the  author- 
ities, upon  the  question  whether,  if  a  joint  action  be  brought, 
a  judgment  may  be  entered  against  those  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute and  in  favor  of  those  against  whom  the  statute  has  not  run. 
But  we  think  that  a  considerable  majority  of  the  authorities 
upon  this  question  assert  that,  by  electing  to  participate  in  a 
joint  action,  the  plaintiff"  not  barred  by  the  statute  has  in- 
volved himself  iu  a  common  fate  with  his  coplaintifis;  and 

'  Wade  V.  JolmBon,  5  Humph.  118;  Bronsou  v.  Adams,  10  Ohio,  135. 
'^  Williama  «.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  1  Ohio  St.  495;  BrouBou  v.  Adams,  10  Ohio, 
136. 
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therefore  that  a  Judgment  must  be  entered  against  all.^  But 
in  Tennessee,  upon  a  joint  demise  by  tenants  in  common, 
although  some  of  them  are  barred  by  the  statute,  the  others 
may  recover  judgment  for  their  moieties.^  In  Yermont,  an 
administrator  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  benefit 
of  several  heirs.  It  appeared  that  some  of  these  heirs  were 
barred  by  the  statute  and  others  were  not.  And  thereupon 
the  Court  said  that  "as  this  is  not  a  case  of  joint-tenancy — in 
which  all  must  join  in  bringing  suit — the  rights  of  some  may 
be  barred  and  not  those  of  others :  as  some  might  have  con- 
veyed their  interests  by  deed,  or  be  barred  by  estoppel;  so 
also  by  the  statute  of  limitations."^ 

'  Sanford  v.  Button,  4  Day,  312;  Keeton  v.  Keeton,  20  Mo.  544;  Walker  o.  Bacon,  32 
Mo.  159;  Thomas  v.  Machir,  4  Bibb,  412;  Dickey  v.  Armstrong,  1  A,  K.  Marsh..  39; 
Moore  v.  Armstrong,  10  Ohio,  17. 

-'  Barrow's  Lessee  v.  Navee,  2  Yerg.  227. 

a  McFarland  v.  Stone,  17  Vt.  175. 
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PART   OWNERS   OF   SHIPS. 

Part  Owners  are  Tenants  in  Common,  ^S  379. 

Number  of  Shares  into  -which  a  Ship  may  be  divided,  ^  380. 

Difference  between  Part  Owners  and  other  Tenants  in  Common,  ^  381. 

Cause  of  this  difference.  §  382. 

Eelations  of  Part  Owners,  inter  sese,  ft  383. 

Power  of  Part  Owner  to  bind  his  Co-owners,  ^  384. 

Rights,  Kemedies,  and  Liabilities,  inter  sese,  ^  385. 

Lien  of  Part  Owner,  $  386. 

Actions  against  Third  Persons,  §  387. 

LiabiUty  to  Third  Persons,  ^S  388. 

Disagreement  as  to  employment  of  Ship,  §  389, 

Security  for  Safe  Eeturn  of  Ship,  ^  390. 

Compulsory  Sale,  denied  in  England,  v^  391. 

Compulsory  Sale,  when  ordered  in  United  States,  5  392 

§  379.  Part  O-wners  are  Tenants  in  Common. — Property 
in  a  ship,  whether  acquired  by  two  or  more  persons  by  a  joint 
building,  or  by  a  joint  purchase,  or  by  whatsoever  means  ac- 
quired, is,  unless  the  acquisition  was  made  by  them  as  part- 
ners or  with  the  intention  of  holding  it  as  partnership  property, 
held  by  a  tenancy  in  common.  Notwithstanding  the  early 
preference  of  the  common  law  for  joint-tenancies,  the  case  of 
property  acquired  in  merchandizing  or  in  the  business  of  com- 
merce and  navigation  always  formed  an  exception  to  the  gen- 
eral rule;  and  if,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  part  owners  of 
ships  were  ever  regarded  as  joint-tenants,  no  instance  has 
ever  been  brought  to  our  attention  in  which  thojus  accrescouli, 
was  allo\(red  between  them.'     So  while  part  owners  may  fre- 

'  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  3G3;  Montell  v.  Tlio  Rutan.  1  Int.  H.  Rec.  125;  Mum- 
ford  d.  NicoU,  20  Johns.  C21;  Mimk  .t  Pollock  on  Mcrcliant  Shipping,  72;  Rcvans  v. 
Lewis,  2  Paino  C.  C.  202;  Buckman  v.  Brett,  22  IIow.  Pr.  233;  Wright  ik  MarHhall,  3 
Daly,  331;  Leo's  Law  of  Shipping,  42;  Bulkky  v.  Barber,  G  Excli.  104;  S.  C.  1  Eng.  L. 
&  E.  506;  Sheehan  v.  Dalrymplo,  10  Mich.  241;  Magruikr  v.  Bowii-,  2  Cr.  ('.  C.  577. 
The  law  as  stated  in  the  t<;xt,  and  supported  by  tho  foregoing  uutlioriticH,  is  not  nui- 
versally  admitted.    The  mcst  unqualified  denial  of  tlie  rule  that  port  owucrn  of  nliipK 
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quently  be  partners,  yet  it  is  certain  that  the  mere  fact  of  the 
part  ownership  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  partnership.^ 
"To  hold  part  owners  to  be  partners,  without  an  express 
contract  to  that  effect,  would  not  only  violate  the  legal  prin- 
ciples which  govern  tenancies  in  common,  but  enable  one  part 
owner — though  of  only  one-hundredth  part — to  sell  the  whole 
ship  or  whole  property  owned  in  common,  which  is  neither  in 
conformity  to  usage  or  the  fitness  of  things  in  such  adven- 
tures."^ While  part  owners  by  virtue  of  their  common  own- 
ership of  a  ship  are  not  made  partners,  yet  they  are  frequently 
partners  in  its  employment,  and  therefore  often  occupy  a  very 
different  relation  towards  the  vessel  itself  from  that  which 
they  occupy  towards  the  proceeds  derived  from  its  use.  It 
seems  to  be  conceded  that  two  part  owners  emplojdng  their 
ship  in  any  adventure  to  the  cost  of  w^hich  they  jointly  con- 
tribute, and  in  the  loss  or  profit  of  which  they  are  jointly  to 

are  tenants  in  common  is  that  made  by  Mr.  Maclachlan  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Merchant  Shipping,  p.  87,  where  he  states  that  "  if  a  ship,  or  shares  therein,  are  vested 
in  several  persons  jointly  -svith  unity  of  title  and  no  distinction  of  interest,  they  are 
joint^tenants  of  the  property  so  held."  The  position  here  assumed  without  any  quali- 
fication would,  if  sustainable,  make  the  part  owners  joint-tenants  both  in  law  and  in 
equity,  and  vest  the  entu-e  ship  in  the  survivor.  A  less  advanced  position  is  that  as- 
sumed in  a  note  which  first  appeared  in  the  4th  edition  of  Abbott  on  Shipping,  in 
which,  if  we  understand  it,  the  view  is  maintained  that  part  owners  of  ships  may  be 
joint-tenants  at  law,  and  that  the  interposition  of  equity  is  necessary  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  law  of  survivorship.  This  note  is  as  follows:  "If  the  interests  are 
not  severed  and  distinguished,  but  the  entire  ship  is  granted  to  a  number  of  persons 
generally,  it  is  apprehended  that  they  become  joint-tenants  at  law,  and  that  the  rule 
jus  acci^escendi  inter  mercatores  locum  non  habet,  which  is  applicable  to  a  ship,  is  to 
be  enforced  only  in  a  court  of  equity."  (Abb.  on  Shipping,  p.  97,  note.)  The  posi- 
tion of  Mr.  Maclachlan,  and  that  of  the  note  to  Abbott,  are  equally,  so  far  as  we  have 
been  able  to  ascertain,  without  support  in  the  reported  adjudications.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  cases  treating  part  owners  as  invariably  tenants  in  common  have  usu- 
ally been  based  iipon  the  assumption  that  the  law  was  as  stated,  rather  than  upon  any 
consideration  of  the  precise  point  suggested  in  the  note  to  Abbott.  In  America,  the 
specification  of  the  shai-es  of  each  part  owner  has  frequently  been  omitted,  both  in 
the  register  and  in  the  bill  of  sale;  and  this  omission  has  never  occasioned  them  to  be 
regarded  other  than  as  tenants  in  common.  (Merrill  v.  Bartlett,  6  Pick.  46;  Thorn- 
dike  V.  De Wolf,  6  Pick.  120;  Glover  v.  Austin,  Id.  209;  Ohl  v.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.  4  Mason, 
172,  390.)  The  American  text-writers  generally  repudiate,  with  considerable  empha- 
sis, the  distinction  sought  to  be  introduced  by  the  note  to  Abbott.  See  Parsons  on 
Shipping,  p.  90;  Story  on  Partnership,  sec.  417;  note  to  p.  97  of  6th  Am.  ed.  of  Ab- 
bott on  Shipping. 

'  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Merchant  Shipping,  72;  Hopkins  v.  Forsyth,  14  Penn.  St.  34; 
Holderness  v.  Shackels,  8  Barn.  &  C.  612;  Knowlton  v.  Reed,  38  Me.  246;  Williams  v. 
Sheppart,  1  Green,  76;  Patterson  v.  Chalmers.  7  B.  Mon.  595. 

■'  Macv  V.  De  Wolf,  3  Wood.  &  M.  193. 
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participate,  become  partners  as  to  that  adventure,  and  hold 
the  proceeds  thereof  subject  to  the  hiw  of  copartnership.' 

^  380.  Number  of  Shares  into  -which  Ships  are  di- 
vided.— Section  37  of  the  English  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
prescribes  that: 

(1.)  "The  property  in  a  ship  must  be  divided  into  sixt}'- 
four  shares. 

(2.)  "  Subject  to  the  provision  with  respect  to  joint  own- 
ers or  owners  by  transmission,  not  more  than  thirty-two  in- 
dividuals may  be  registered  at  the  same  time  as  owners  of 
one  ship.  This  rule  does  not,  however,  affect  the  beneficial 
title  of  any  number  of  persons,  or  of  a  company  represented 
by  or  claiming  under  or  through  a  registered  joint  owner. 

(3.)  "No  person  maybe  registered  as  owner  of  a  frac- 
tional part  of  a  share;  but  any  number  of  persons  not  ex- 
ceeding five  may  be  registered  as  joint  owners  of  a  ship  or 
of  a  share  or  shares  therein."'^ 

^  381.  Difference  bet-ween  Tenants  in  Common  and 
Part  Ovrners. — Although  part  owners  of  vessels  are  gene- 
rally conceded  to  hold  their  property  as  tenants  in  common, 
yet  the  nature  of  this  species  of  property,  the  employment 
for  which  it  is  intended,  and  the  general  interest  which  the 
public  has  in  its  management,  all  conspire  to  make  the  rela- 
tion of  the  part  o-wners,  both  among  one  another  and  between 
themselves  and  strangers,  different  in  many  respects  from 
that  of  ordinary  tenants  in  common.  This  difference  has 
very  naturally  resulted  in  a  corresponding  difference  in  the 
rules  of  law  governing  ordinary  tenancies  in  common  and 
those  governing  part  ownership)  of  ships.  We  shall  therefore 
proceed,  as  briefly  as  possible,  to  show  in  what  respects  part 
owners  of  vessels  are  subject  to  the  law  applicable  to  ordi- 
naiy  tenancies  in  common,  and  what  rules  and  remedies  have 
been  provided  by  law  applicable  only  to  part  ownership  of 
ships.  In  employing  the  term  ships,  wo  intend  to  use  It  "  in 
the  ancient  and  large  sense  as  including  all  water-borne  ves- 
sels, for  carriage  of  men  or  merchandise."^ 

'  Parsons  on  Shipping,  91;  Merritt  v.  Walcli,  32  N.  Y.  CS5;  Douncll  v.  Walcli,  33  lb. 
43. 
'^  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Mcrcliant  Shippiujj,  8, 
'■'  See  Parsourt  on  Partnership,  Ml'. 
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^  382.  Cause  of  diflference  bet-ween  Cotenancy  and 
Part  O'wnership. — We  now  come  to  consider  the  differences 
between  the  law  of  part  ownership  of  ships  and  the  law  of 
ordinary  cotenancies;  and  we  cannot  do  better  than  to  intro- 
duce this  subject  in  the  same  language  with  which  Mr.  Ab- 
bott (afterwards  Lord  Tenterden)  introduced  it  to  the  readers 
of  his  work  on  shipping :  '  'A  personal  chattel,  vested  in  sev- 
eral distinct  proprietors,  cannot  possibly  be  enjoyed  advan- 
tageously by  all,  without  a  common  consent  and  agreement 
among  them:  to  regulate  their  enjoyment  in  case  of  disagree- 
ment is  one  of  the  hardest  tasks  of  legislation;  and  it  is  not 
without  wisdom,  that  the  law  of  England  in  general  declines 
to  interfere  in  their  disputes,  leaving  it  to  themselves  either 
to  enjoy  their  common  property  by  agreement,  or  to  suffer  it 
to  remain  unenjoyed,  or  perish  by  their  dissension;  as  the 
best  method  of  forcing  them  to  a  common  consent  for  their 
common  benefit.  But  of  ships,  '  which  are  built  to  plough 
the  sea,  and  not  to  lie  by  the  walls,'  commercial  nations  con- 
sider the  actual  employment  as  a  matter,  not  merely  of  private 
advantage  to  their  owners,  but  of  public  benefit  to  the  State, 
and  therefore  have  laid  down  certain  positive  rules  in  order 
to  favor  this  employment,  and  to  prevent  the  obstinacy  of 
some  of  the  part  owners  from  condemning  the  ship  to  rot  in 
idleness."' 

g  383.     The  relations  of  part  owners  of  ships  among 

one  another  are,  in  nearly  all  respects,  subject  to  the  rules  ap- 
plicable to  ordinary  tenancies  in  common.  Owning  separate 
and  distinct  moieties,  and  having  no  joint  interest,  there  is 
no  privity  between  them,  and  neither  is  bound  by  the  acts 
or  admissions  of  the  other.-  ' '  When  contraband  goods  belong 
to  a  part  owner  of  the  ship,  the  contraband  penalty,  or  rather 
the  penalty  of  contraband,  affects  only  the  interest  of  the  part 
owner  in  the  ship.  His  cotenants  are  not  affected,"^  If  one 
part  owner  assume  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  others,  his  author- 
ity must  first  be  established  before  his  acts  will  be  regarded 

'  Abbott  on  Shipping,  98. 

-  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  386;  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  77;  McLellan  v. 
Cox,  36  Me.  95;  Jaggers  v.  Binnings,  1  Stark.  64. 
»  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  211;  The  Jonge  Tobias,  1  Eob.  Ad.  R.  329. 
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as  binding  on  his  co-ownier.'  In  making  transfers  of  a  sliip, 
or  of  any  interest  therein,  each  part  owner  must  act  for  him- 
self, or  by  his  duly  authorized  agent.  As  in  all  other  ten- 
ancies in  common,  neither  of  the  cotenants  has  any  authority 
as  such  to  sell  or  transfer  the  interest  of  the  other,'-  but  each 
is  at  liberty  to  transfer  his  own  moiety  to  whomsoever  he 
pleases.^  One  part  owner  has  no  imxDlied  authority  to  effect 
a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  interest  of  the  other.^  Part 
owners  of  ships,  while  they  have  interests  so  distinct  that 
neither  has  any  authority  to  do  any  act  to  bind  or  prejudice 
the  other,  are,  like  other  tenants  in  common,  so  associated  in 
interest  that  neither  will  be  permitted  to  take  undue  advan- 
tage of  the  other.  "They  are  bound  to  deal  fairly  by  each 
other,  and  each,  in  the  exercise  of  his  own  powers,  must  re- 
spect the  rights  of  all  the  rest.  This  would  flow  from  the 
principles  of  justice  and  morality;  but  it  would  seem  that 
public  policy  comes  in  aid  of  these  principles,  in  relation  to 
a  property  of  which  the  proper  use  and  management  are  so 
important  to  the  public.  Hence,  in  one  interesting  case, 
where  some  part  owners  in  a  valuable  ship  sold  their  shares 
by  an  indenture  between  them  and  the  purchaser,  which  con- 
tained covenants  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  tended  to 
control  the  appointments  of  persons  to  be  employed  in  the 
management  and  navigation  of  the  ship,  it  was  held  that  such 
a  contract  violated  the  rights  of  the  other  owners,  and  also 
principles  of  public  policy;  and  that  it  was  therefore  void.""^ 

^  384.    Power  of  a  Part  Owner  to  bind  his  Co-owners. — 

In  the  preceding  section  we  have  stated,  in  general  terms, 
that  an  agency  from  one  part  owner  to  another  must  be 
affirmatively  established  before  the  former  can  be  bound  by 
the  acts  of  the  latter.  The  more  recent  decisions  render  it 
doubtful  whether  a  part  owner  of  a  ship,  as  such,  has  any 
greater  authority  to  represent  his  companions  in  interest  than 

'  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  101. 

^  Parsons  on  Shipping,  92;  Hcnshaw  i'.  Clark,  2  Boot,  103. 

3  Maclachlan  on  Shipping.  !)7;  Parsons  on  Shipping,  92. 

'  Hooper  v.  Lusbv,  4  Camp.  GG;  Peoria  Ins.  Co.  c.  Hall,  12  Mich.  202;  Tnnier  v. 
Burrows,  8  Wend.  144;  Patterson  ...  Chalmers,  7  B.  Monr.  .TO.^;  .\bl)ott  on  Shipping, 
106-7;  French  u.  Backhouse,  5  Burr.  2727;  Bell  r.  Humphries,  2  Starkio,  345. 

i  Parsons  on  Shipping,  124;  referring  to  Card  v.  Hope,  2  Barn.  &  C.  CGI. 
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though  their  cotenancy  embraced  an  ordinary  chattel.^  But, 
according  to  the  views  of  Chancellor  Kent,  "as  the  law  pre- 
sumes that  the  common  possessors  of  a  valuable  chattel  will 
desire  whatever  is  necessary  to  the  preservation  and  profit- 
able employment  of  the  common  property,  part  owners,  on 
the  spot,  have  an  implied  authority  from  the  absent  part 
owners  to  order  for  the  common  concern  whatever  is  neces- 
sary for  the  preservation  and  proper  employment  of  the  ship. 
They  are  analogous  to  partners,  and  liable  under  that  implied 
authority  for  necessary  repairs  and  stores  ordered  by  one  of 
themselves;  and  this  is  the  principle  and  limit  of  the  liability 
of  the  part  owners."^  The  views  thus  expressed  were  well 
supported  by  the  opinions  of  eminent  text-writers  and  jurists. 
Thus,  Mr.  Abbott  stated  in  his  treatise  on  shipping,  that 
' '  with  regard  to  the  repairs  of  a  ship  and  other  necessaries 
for  the  employment  of  it,  one  part  owner  may,  by  ordering 
those  things  on  credit,  render  his  companions  liable  to  be 
sued  for  the  price  of  them,  unless  their  liability  be  expressly 
provided  against."^  It  is  now  well  settled  in  England,  and 
perhaps  in  the  United  States,  that  the  rule  as  stated  by 
Chancellor  Kent  and  by  Mr.  Abbott  is  too  broad;  and  that 
one  part  owner  has  not,  merely  from  the  fact  of  part  owner- 
ship, an  implied  authority  to  bind  his  co-owners  even  for 
necessary  repairs.  The  implied  authority  must  be  estab- 
lished from  other  circumstances  in  addition  to  that  of  the 
co-ownership.  In  the  case  of  Brodie  v.  Howard,^  it  was 
sought  to  charge  the  defendant,  as  part  owoier  of  a  ship,  for 
work  done  to  the  vessel  by  the  plaintiff,  a  ship  builder,  which 
repairs,  it  appeared,  had  been  ordered  by  one  Lewis,  the  de- 
fendant's co-owner,  and  superintended  by  one  Turner,  the 
captain,  and  which  were  necessary  in  order  to  enable  the  ship 
to  retain  her  class.     On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  Lewis  was 

'  Parsons  on  Shipping,  97. 
^  3  Kent's  Comm.  155. 

*  Abbott  on  Shipping,  105.  The  authorities  now  cited  in  support  of  this  passage  are 
Wright  V.  Hunter,  1  East,  20;  Ex  parte  Bland,  2  Eose,  93;  Bickham  v.  Knight,  5 
Scott,  629;  Thompson  v.  Findeu,  i  Carr.  &  P.  158.  Of  these  only  the  first  named  had 
been  decided  when  Mr.  Abbott's  first  edition  appeared;  and  none  of  them  fully  sus- 
tain the  rule  in  support  of  which  they  are  cited.  The  case  which  more  nearly  than 
any  other  English  adjudication  concurs  in  the  rule  of  Mr.  Abbott  is  Gleadon  v.  Tink- 
ler, Holt's  N.  P.  C.  586,  decided  in  1817,  by  Lord  Chief  Baron  Richards. 

*  17  Com.  B.  109;  S.  C.  33  E.  L.  &  E.  146. 
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the  owner  of  56-64tlis,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  8-64ths; 
that  Lewis,  who  had  always  acted  as  managing  owner,  gave 
the  order  for  the  repairs.    Twelve  days  after  the  repairs  com- 
menced, the  defendant  notified  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  not 
be  responsible  for  them.     On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it 
was  proved  that  immediately  after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in 
port  he  wrote  to  Lewis,  informing  him  that  he  did  not  intend 
to  sail  her  again.     On  these  facts,  the  plaintiff  insisted  that 
the  defendant,  "as  one  of  the  registered  owners,  was,  under 
the  circumstances,  liable  for  all  the  expenses  incurred  in  re- 
pairing the  ship,  or,  at  all  events,  for  those  incurred  prior  to 
the  date  of  his  notice.     For  the  defendant,  it  was  contended 
that  the  fact  of  his  being  named  as  co-owner  in  the  register 
was  no  evidence  of  his  having  authorized  Lewis  or  the  cap- 
tain to  pledge  his  credit  for  repairs,  and  consequently  that 
he  was  not  liable  for  any  part  thereof.     Under  the  direction 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  de- 
fendant— leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  that  a 
verdict  be  entered  for  him."     Subsequently,  a  rule  nisi  was 
obtained.     After  fuM   argument,   the   rule   was   discharged, 
separate  concurring  opinions  being  given  by  the  Chief  Justice 
and  three  of  the  Associate  Justices.     From  these  opinions, 
we  select  that  of  Williams,  J.,  as  expressing,  in  the  most 
terse  form,  the  views  in  which  the  whole  bench  seemed  to 
concur:    "It  is  well  established  that  part  owners  of  a  ship 
are  not  in  the  position  of  partners.     It  is  true  they  resemble 
partners  in  respect  of  the  concerns  of  the  ship  to  this  extent, 
that,  generally  speaking,  all  are  liable  for  repairs  and  other 
necessary  expenses  which  are  shown  or  may  be  presumed  to 
have  been  incurred  with  their  assent.      But   their  j)osition 
differs  from  ordinary  part  owners  in  this,  that  the  authority 
which  one  part  owner  gives  to  another  to  act  as  his  agent  is 
not  an  authority  that  is  necessarily  incident  to  their  relation, 
as  in  the  case  of  partners.     It  is  in  vain  for  a  man  to  repud- 
iate the  authority  of  his  partner  to  bind  him  by  his  con- 
tracts, unless  that  repudiation  is  communicated  to  those  with 
whom  the  firm  has  dealings.     There  is  no  authority  to  show 
that  any  such  rule  holds  as  to  part  owners  of  a  ship.     The 
onus  of  making  that  out  lay  upon  plaintiff's  counsel;   and 
they  have  failed   to   do   so.      The  only  question  here  is, 
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whether,  in  point  of  fact,  tlie  presumption  of  authority  in 
Lewis  to  bind  his  co-owner  by  his  contract  with  the  plaintiff 
for  the  repair  of  the  vessel,  which  would  arise  from  their 
relative  position,  is  or  is  not  rebutted  by  the  circumstances. 
I  had  for  some  time  entertained  considerable  doubt  whether 
this  was  so  or  not.  But  I  am  now  satisfied  that  it  is  not. 
I  think  there  was  no  authority  in  point  of  law,  and  none  in 
point  of  fact,  to  make  the  defendant  liable.  Undoubtedly, 
it  might  be  that  he  had  so  conducted  himself  by  previous 
dealings  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  justified  in  presuming 
that  Lewis  acted  as  his  agent.  There  is  no  evidence  at  all 
here  of  any  previous  dealings,  or  proof  of  any  circumstances 
from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  defendant  allowed 
Lewis  to  hold  himself  out  in  any  way  as  his  agent.  After 
all,  it  comes  to  a  mere  question  of  fact;  and  that  question,  I 
think,  must  be  decided  in  favor  of  the  defendant."^  From 
considering  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  that  of  the  other 
Judges  given  in  the  same  case,  as  well  as  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed in  an  American  case,- we  conclude:  1st,  that  "each 
part  owner  of  a  ship  has  the  right  to  expect  that  the  other 
part  owners  will  concur  with  him  in  obtaining  necessary  sup- 
plies and  in  making  necessary  repairs;  and  that  if  he  alone 
orders  such  supplies  or  repairs,  they  expressing  no  dissent, 
they  as  well  as  he  will  be  liable  therefor;  2d,  that  if  any  one 
of  the  part  owners  has  notified  the  others  that  he  will  not 
join  in  making  such  repairs  or  procuring  such  supplies,  he 
cannot  be  held  responsible  therefor;  and  3d,  that  all  persons 
dealing  with  a  part  owner  must  ascertain,  at  their  own  peril, 
whether  the  other  part  owners  have,  by  a  notice  such  as  has 
just  been  referred  to,  revoked  the  implied  authority  under 
which  each  part  owner  is  authorized  to  contract  for  all. 

§  385.     The   rights,  remedies,   and    liabilities   of   part 

owners  of  ships  among  one  another  are,  in  general,  identical 
with  those  of  other  tenants  in  common.  As  in  case  of  other 
cotenants,  the  rights  and  remedies  arising  out  of  contracts 
between  the  part  owners  are  controlled  and  enforced  by  the 
same  rules  of  law  which  are  applicable  to  other  persons.     In 

^  17  Com.  B.  120.    See  also  Revins  v.  Lewis,  2  Paine,  C.  C.  202. 
•'  Stedman  v.  Feidler,  20  N.  Y.  Ml. 
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respect  to  torts  committed  by  some  of  the  part  owners  against 
the  others,  the  law  applicable  to  ordinary  cotenancy  seems  to 
conti'ol  in  all  respects.  One  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  re- 
plevin against  the  other  to  recover  possession  of  any  part  of 
their  common  property.^  Neither  can  have  trespass  or  trover, 
nor  indeed  any  action,  against  the  other  under  circumstances 
which  would  not  justify  the  maintenance  of  such  action  be- 
tween other  tenants  in  common.-  Therefore,  one  part  o-s\'ner 
of  a  ship  "is  not  responsible  to  the  co-owners  for  a  careless 
use  of  it.  The  other  owners,  if  not  satisfied  to  leave  it  in  his 
care,  must  look  themselves  to  the  protection  of  their  own 
property."^  This  rule  has  been  applied  even  where  a  vessel 
took  fire  and  was  totally  consumed  by  the  carelessness  and 
inattention  of  a  part  owner  in  whose  control  it  was.^  This 
rule  of  the  common  law  is,  by  Mr.  Parsons,  considered  as 
technical  rather  than  just;  and  he  doubts  whether  it  would 
be  enforced  in  admiralty,  as  it  finds  no  support  in  the  civil 
law,  which  may  be  regarded  "as  the  common  law  of  courts 
of  admiralty."*  The  settlement  of  claims  between  part  own- 
ers of  ships  arising  out  of  the  common  property  must,  as  in 
case  of  other  cotenants,  be  by  a  bill  for  an  adjustment  of 
accounts.  Originally,  equity  had  sole  jurisdiction  of  such  a 
bill,^  and  this  is  still  true  in  the  United  States;^  but  in  Eng- 
land jurisdiction  has  been  given  to  courts  of  admiralty  by 
statute.^ 

g  386.  liiens  of  Part  Owners. — "  There  is  much  reason, 
and  some  authority,  for  giving  to  part  o^^^lers  a  general  lien 
on  their  common  property  for  all  their  just  and  reasonable 
charges  or  balances  of  accounts  against  each  other  in  relation 

»  Parsons  on  Shipping,  93;  Barnes  v.  Bartlett,  15  Pick.  71. 

-  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  73;  Heath  v.  Hubbard,  4  East,  110;  Mayhew  v. 
Hen-ick,  7  Com.  B.  229;  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  92;  Ex  parte  Machcll,  1  Rose,  Ul; 
S.  C.  2  Ves.<&  B.  216;  Baruardiston  v.  Chapman,  1  Geo.  1,  now  printed  in  4  East,  121; 
Parsons  on  Shipping,  93;  Graves  c  Sawcer,  T.  Raym.  15;  S.  C.  1  Keb.  38;  S.  C.  1  Lev. 
29;  Strelly  V.  Winson,  1  Veni.  297;  Milburn  v.  Guythor,  8  Gill,  92. 

^  Moody  V.  Buck,  1  Sandf.  304;  Fleming  on  Shipping,  sec.  399. 

■"  Parsons  on  Shipping,  104. 

6  The  Apollo,  1  Hagg.  300. 

•^  Steamboat  Orleans  v.  Phoebus,  11  Pet.  175;  Grant  v.  Poillon,  20  How.  U.  S.  162; 
Kellum  V.  Emerson,  2  Curtis,  C.  C.  79;  Minturn  v.  Maynard.  17  How.  U.  S.  477; 
Ward  V.  Thompson,  22  Id.  330. 

'  24  Vict.  ch.  10,  sec.  8. 
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to  their  common  property.     Indeed,  there  might  seem  to  be 
some  reason  for  extending  such  a  rule  to  all  cases  of  coten- 
ancy of  chattels,  but  there  is  no  authority  whatever  for  it  in 
respect  to  common  chattels;  and  in  regard  to  cotenancy  in  a 
ship,  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  prevailing  authority  of  the 
Courts,  as  well  as  the  general  usage  of  merchants,  gives  no 
such  lien. "^     The  authorities  on  this  subject  are  no  doubt 
conflicting;  and  that  they  are  so  is  partly  attributable  to  a 
conflict  of  opinion  among  the  Judges,  and  partly  to  a  want 
of  attention  to  the  distinction  between  part  owners  as  such 
and  part  owners  who  happen  also  to  be  partners.     Some 
confusion  is  also  likely  to  arise  from  inattention  to  the  ma- 
terial difference  in  the  relations  which  the  part  owners  sus- 
tain towards  their  ship  and  that  which  they  sustain  towards 
its  earnings.     While  the  ship  is  held  by  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, the  earnings  are  usually  treated  as  resulting  from  a 
special  partnership,  embracing  the  voyage  or  adventare  from 
which  they  were  realized.^    Therefore,  the  freight  or  other 
proceeds  of  a  voyage  or  other  adventure  must,  if  required 
by  a  part  owner,  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  expenses 
of  the  outfit  for  the  voyage  or  adventure,  and  to  the  expenses 
incurred  in  making  such  repairs  as  were  necessary  to  enable 
the  ship  to  perform  the  voyage;  and  not  until  these  expenses 
are  paid,  can  any  of  the  part  owners  compel  the  payment  to 
him  of  his  proportion  of  the  earnings  of  such  voyage.     In 
other  words,  any  part  owner  making  advances  to  pay  such 
expenses  has  a  right  to  retain  or  enforce  repayment  thereof 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  employment  on  account  of  which 
such  expenses  were  necessarily  incurred.^    To  this  extent,  a 
part  owner  may  be  said  to  have  a  lien  for  advances  made  by 
him.     But  even  this  lien — if  such  it  may  be  called — has  no 
existence  in  regard  to  the  ship  itself,  unless,  as  to  it,  the 
relation  and  therefore   the  rights   of    copartnership   exist. 
Hence,  neither  of  the  part  owners  has  any  lien  against  the 

'  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  114. 

-  Holdemess  v.  Shackels,  8  Bam.  &  G.  612;  Ex  parte  Hill,  1  Madd.  66;  Ex  part9 
Yonng,  2  Eose,  78,  note;  S.  C.  2  Ves.  &  B.  242;  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  97;  BoviU  v. 
Hammond,  6  Barn.  &  C.  149. 

3  Green  v.  Briggs,  6  Hare  Ch.  395;  S.  C.  12  Jur.  326;  S.  C.  17  L.  J.  Chanc.  323;. 
Mttmford  v.  Nicoll,  20  Johns.  611. 
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interest  of  another  part  owner  for  advances  due  the  former 
from  the  latter  on  account  of  disbursements  made  in  navi- 
gating^ or  in  constructing-  the  ship.  In  view  of  all  the  de- 
cisions in  reference  to  the  liens  of  part  owners  of  ships,  Mr. 
Parsons  concludes  that  ' '  no  principle  will  go  so  far  in  recon- 
ciling the  leading  cases  on  this  subject  as  this :  a  part  owner 
merely  as  such,  has  no  lien  whatever;  but  acquires  such  lien 
when  any  of  the  elements  of  partnership,  or  agency  with 
bailment,  upon  which  a  lien  may  rest,  enter  into  his  relation 
with  the  other  part  owners."^ 

g  387.  Actions  against  Third  Persons. — In  prosecuting 
actions  against  third  persons,  part  owners  of  a  ship  are  sub- 
ject to  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  chapter  on  actions  by  co- 
tenants  against  third  persons  (§§  328-372.)  Whether  the 
action  be  in  contract  or  in  tort — for  services  rendered  by  or 
for  injuries  done  to  their  ship — all  should  join  in  its  prose- 
cution.* "The  several  part  owners  of  a  ship  make  in  law  but 
one  owner;  and  in  case  of  any  injury  done,  to  their  ship  by 
the  wTong  or  negligence  of  a  stranger,  they  ought  regularly 
to  join  in  one  action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  damages, 
which  are  afterwards  to  be  divided  among  themselves  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  interests."^  The  cause  of  action  ac- 
cruing to  part  owners  being  joint,  it  follows  that,  on  the 
death  of  one,  it  vests  in  the  survivors,  and  that  on  the  death 
of  the  last  survivor,  if  the  cause  be  capable  of  surviving 
further,  it  vests  in  his  personal  representatives.^  But  it 
seems,  without  joining  the  other  part  owners,  a  part  owner 

'  Green  v.  Briggs,  6  Hare  Ch.  395;  S.  C.  12  Jur.  326;  S.  C.  17  L.  J.  Chanc.  323; 
Mumford  v.  NicoU,  20  Johns.  611.  See  also  The  Larch,  2  Curt.  C.  C.  427;  Ex  parte 
Harrison,  2  Rose,  76;  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  76;  Patton  v.  The  Randolph, 
1  Gilpin,  457;  Mumford  v.  NicoU,  4  Johns.  Ch.  522.  Contra,  Pragoff  v.  Hcslep,  1 
Am.  L.  Reg.  747;  Doddington  v.  HaUct,  1  Ves.  Sr.  497;  Seabrook  v.  Rose,  2  Hill  Ch. 
553. 

'^  Braden  v.  Gardner,  4  Pick.  456. 

»  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  115. 

*  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  392;  Patten  v.  Guernoy,  17  Mass.  182;  White  v.  Curtis, 
35  Mo.  534;  Robinson  v.  Cushing,  11  Mo.  480;  Parsons  on  Shipping,  116;  Maude  & 
Pollock  on  Shipping,  80;  Coster  v.  N.  Y.  &  E.  R.R.  Co.,  6  Duer,  43. 

*  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  114. 

"  Maudo  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  72;  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  114;  Rex  v.  Collector 
of  Customs,  2  Maulo  &  S.  225;  Buckley  v.  Barber,  6  Ex.  161;  Wright  t'.  Marshall,  3 
Daly,  331. 

C.  &  p.— 29 
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may,  by  proceedings  in  admiralty,  obtain  possession  of  the 
ship  from  a  fraudulent  possessor.  The  following  is  the 
opinion  delivered  by  Judge  Curtis  as  presiding  Judge  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  first  circuit,  in  the 
case  of  the  schooner  Friendshij) :  "Upon  the  proofs,  it  ap- 
pears, in  substance,  that  Haskell,  the  claimant,  obtained  his 
apparent  title  to  one-half  the  vessel  through  a  forged  bill  of 
sale;  and  that  the  libellant  is  the  true  and  lawful  owner  there- 
of. And  the  question  is,  whether  the  other  part  owner,  by 
failing  to  appear,  can  prevent  his  co-owner  from  trying  his 
title  as  against  a  mere  wrongdoer,  and  having  established  it, 
whether  the  Court  will  not,  as  against  that  wrongdoer,  decree 
the  possession  to  the  libellant.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  it 
will  try  the  title,  and  dispossess  the  fraudulent  possessor, 
even  in  the  absence  of  the  other  tenant  in  common.  He  has 
no  interest  in  this  dispute,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  requir- 
ing him  to  be  made  a  party  to  it.  He  may  have  no  wish  to 
have  the  possession  changed;  for  he  may  be  willing  that 
whichever  of  these  parties  may  be  the  true  owner  of  a  moiety 
should  possess  and  manage  the  vessel.  But  I  cannot  pre- 
sume from  his  mere  silence,  that  he  desires  a  fraudulent  pos- 
session to  continue,  and  if  he  did,  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit 
that  it  ought  to  affect  the  action  of  the  Court.  If  this  were 
a  cause  of  possession,  he,  owning  a  moiety,  would  have  an 
equal  right  to  the  possession  if  he  chose  to  assert  it.  But  it 
is  a  petitory  action.  The  decree  divests  only  the  fraudulent 
and  unlawful  possession  of  the  claimant.  The  real  part 
owners  will  stand  wholly  unaffected  thereby,  as  respects  the 
employment  of  the  vessel."^ 

g  388.  Part  Owners  liable  in  solido. — When  the  liability 
of  part  owners  of  ships  as  such  to  third  persons  "is  estab- 
lished, each  owner  is  by  the  law  of  England,  which  differs 
in  this  respect  from  the  civil  law,  liable  in  solido  for  the 
whole  amount  of  the  debt,  without  reference  to  the  propor- 
tion of  his  interest,  or  to  any  stipulations  between  himself 
and  the  other  owners.     So,  the  owners  cannot  qualify  their 

'  2  Curtis  C.  C.  426.  In  another  American  case,  it  seems  to  have  been  assumed 
that  because  part  owners  are  not  partners,  each  can  sustain  a  separate  action  for  his 
portion  of  the  freight.    Magruder's  Trustee  v.  Bowie,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  577. 
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liability  by  any  arrangement  with  their  agents.  Thus,  where 
an  owner  agreed  with  his  agent  that  the  latter  should  pay  for 
the  repaii's,  on  having  the  ship  transferred  to  him,  it  was 
held  that  a  creditor  of  the  owner  must  look  to  him,  and 
could  not  sue  the  agent.  And  if  persons  separately  inter- 
ested in  aliquot  parts  of  a  ship  employ  a  joint  agent,  they 
are,  at  law,  liable  each  for  the  whole  debt  incurred.  A  court 
of  equity  would,  however,  distribute  the  liability  rateably."^ 
This  rule  of  the  English  law  is  generally  recognized  and  en- 
forced in  the  United  States;'-  but  in  Louisiana,  part  owners 
are  not  liable  in  solido,  except  where  they  are  also  partners.^ 
"Insurers  who  accept  an  abandonment  of  a  ship  become 
thereby  owners,  and  are  liable  as  such,  but  not  in  solido;  for 
if  there  be  many  insurers,  each  is  liable  only  for  his  propor- 
tion, unless  he  promises  to  pay  more.  The  reason  of  the 
excej)tion  is,  that  the  ownership  is  in  this  case  cast  upon 
them  by  misfortune  and  necessity,  and  if  not  against  their 
will,  at  least  is  not  assumed  by  their  free  choice  and  volun- 
taiy  action.""* 

§  389.  Remedy  where  Part  O-wners  disagree  concern- 
ing Employment. — It  has  already  been  stated  that  the  chief 
difference  between  the  law  of  an  ordinary  tenancy  in  common 
and  that  of  a  part  ownershix^  of  ships  arises  from  the  interest 
which  the  public  has  in  the  advancement  of  commerce  through 
the  employment  of  ships.  If  all  the  part  owners  unite  in 
wishing  their  property  to  remain  idle  instead  of  ploughing 
the  seas  the  law  will  not  interfere.  But  in  case  of  a  disagree- 
ment among  them,  they  are  not,  like  other  cotenants,  without 
remedy.  They  may  disagree  either  in  reference  to  what  em- 
ployment is  most  advantageous,  or  in  reference  to  the  advis- 
ability of  seeking  any  employment  whatever.  In  either  case, 
the  law  has  provided  remedies  calculated  to  preserve  the 

»  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping.  07,  citing  Doddington  r.  llallctt,  1  Vcs.  Sr.  498; 
Thompson  v.  Finden,  4  Car.  &  P.  158;  2  Bell's  Comui.  C55;  Eattenl)ury  v.  Fonton,  3 
Mylnc  &  K.  505;  Passmore  i'.  Bonsficld,  1  Star);.  297;  British  Empire  Shipping  Co.  v. 
Somes,  1  E.  B.  &  E.  353;  affirmed  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  229. 

^  Scbemerhorn  i'.  Loines,  7  Jolms.  311;  Muldon  v.  Whitlock,  1  Cow.  290;  Gallatin 
V.  The  Pilot,  2  Wall.  Jr.  592;  Parsons  on  Shipping,  100;  Flanders  on  Shipping,  381. 

3  Carroll  v.  Waters,  9  Mart.  500;  David  r.  Eloi,  4  La.  IOC;  Burke  v.  Clarke,  11  La. 
206. 

*  Parsons  on  Shipping.  105;  United  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scott,  1  Johns.  lOG. 
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rights  and  promote  the  interests  of  all  the  owners,  and  also 
to  minister  to  the  general  interests  and  promote  the  general 
welfare  of  the  public.  These  remedies  are  not,  however,  to 
be  found  in  the  courts  of  the  common  law,  nor  in  the  tribu- 
nals charged  with  the  administration  of  the  principles  of 
equity  jurisprudence.^  They  must  be  sought  in  the  courts  of 
admiralty.  In  these  coui*ts,  ' '  where  part  owners  have  entered 
into  no  express  agreement  by  which  the  employment  of  the 
vessel  is  to  be  controlled,  the  law  in  favor  of  commerce  will 
interpose,  and  compel  obstinate  and  dissenting  part  owners 
to  yield  the  property,  to  be  employed  by  the  majority  in 
value,  upon  any  probable  design."^  If  one-half  of  the  owners 
in  value  are  in  favor  of  employing  the  ship  and  the  other  one- 
half  wish  to  have  it  idle,  it  seems  that  the  law,  as  it  favors 
the  interests  of  commerce,  will  decide  to  send  the  ship  forth 
in  the  employment.''  If  the  part  owners  agree  that  the  ship 
should  be  employed,  but  are  equally  di\TLded  in  regard  to  the 
manner  of  its  employment,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  law  has 
provided  any  means  to  relieve  them  from  this  predicament.* 
If  a  majority  in  value  of  the  part  owners  are  unwilling  to 
employ  the  ship,  the  minority  may  compel  its  employment  by 
the  same  means  and  upon  the  same  conditions  as  are  available 
to  the  majority  when  they  wish  to  employ  it  and  the  minority 
dissent.^ 

§  390.  Security  for  Return  of  Ship.— Mr.  Abbott,  after 
considering  the  various  laws  and  ordinances  of  different  na- 
tions in  regard  to  the  rights  of  part  owners  in  case  of  their 
disagreement  as  to  the  employment  of  their  ship,  says:  "The 
law  of  this  country  seems  to  possess  an  important  advantage 
over  all  the  ordinances  that  have  been  cited;  because,  while 
it  authorizes  the  majority  in  value  to  employ  the  ship  '  upon 
any  probable  design,'  it  takes  care  to  secure  the  interest  of 
the  dissentient  minority  from  being  lost  in  the  employment 
of  which  they  disapprove.  And  for  this  purpose,  it  has  been 
the  practice   of   the  Court  of  Admiralty  from  very  remote 

'  Parsons  on  Partnership,  558;  Castelli  v.  Cook,  7  Hare,  89. 

-  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  365. 

"  story  on  Partnership,  sec.  435;  Flanders  on  Shipping,  sec.  367. 

-•  Steamboat  Orleans  v.  Phcebus,  11  Pet.  183;  Tunno  r.  The  Betslna, 5  Am. L.  E.406. 
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times  to  take  a  stipulation  from  those  who  desire  to  send  a 

ship  on  a  voyage,  in  a  sum  equal  to  the  value  of  the  shares  of 
those  who  disapprove  of  the  adventure,  either  to  bring  back 
and  restore  to  them  the  ship,  or  to  pay  them  the  value  of  their 
shares.  When  this  is  done,  the  dissentient  part  owners  bear 
no  proportion  of  the  expenses  of  the  outfit,  and  are  not  en- 
titled to  a  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  undertaking;  but  the 
ship  sails  wholly  at  the  charge  and  risk,  and  for  the  profit  of 
the  others.  This  security  may  be  taken  upon  a  warrant  ob- 
tained by  the  minority  to  arrest  the  ship,  and  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  minority  to  have  recourse  to  such  proceedings  as  the 
best  means  of  protecting  their  interests;  or,  if  they  forbear 
to  do  so,  at  all  events,  they  should  expressly  notify  their  dis- 
sent to  the  others,  and,  if  possible,  to  the  merchants  who 
freight  the  ship.  For  it  has  been  decided  that  one  part  owner 
cannot  recover  damages  against  another  by  an  action  at  law 
upon  a  charge  of  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  sending  the  ship 
to  foreign  parts,  where  she  was  lost.  And  it  has  also  been 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  one  part  owner  cannot 
have  redress  in  equity  against  another  for  the  loss  of  a  ship 
sent  to  sea  without  his  assent."^  The  bail-bond  taken  for  the 
benefit  of  the  dissenting  part  owners  "contemplates  no  other 
object  than  the  safe  return  of  the  vessel,  or,  in  default  there- 
of, the  payment  of  the  stipulated  sum.  That  is  the  whole 
extent  of  the  transaction  upon  w^hich  the  parties  and  the 
Court  are  acting  in  this  process.  No  other  object  is  pro- 
posed, and  there  is  no  case,  either  within  the  scope  of  my 
own  inquiry,  or  which  has  been  discovered  by  the  diligence 
of  the  advocates,  upon  repeated  challenges  given  them  for 
that  purpose,  in  which  the  Court  has  moved  beyond  those 
limits."'^  When,  therefore,  the  security  has  been  given 
under  directions  of  a  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  it  thereafter 
appears  to  the  Court  that  the  vessel  was  sent  upon  the  voyage 
and  was  lost,  the  Court  will  enforce  the  immediate  payment 
of  the  sum  stipulated  in  the  bond,  and  will  not  consider  any 

'  Abbott  on  ShippiDg,  99,  citing  Graves  v.  Sawctr,  T.  Raym.  15;  Strelloyti.  Wilson, 
1  Vem.  297.  See  as  to  authority  to  arrcHt  the  ship  at  the  instance  of  tlio  dissenting 
part  owners,  and  to  comijel  the  majority  to  give  security  for  its  safe  return,  In  the 
Matter  of  Blanshard,  2  Barn.  &  C.  244;  The  Apollo,  1  Hayg.  Ad.  310. 

■^  Lord  Stowell  in  The  Apollo,  1  Hagg.  Ad,  312. 
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claims  or  offsets  presented  by  the  majority,  and  alleged  to 
have  arisen  from  the  misconduct  or  misrepresentations  of  the 
minority.^ 

^  391.  Compulsory  Sale,  denied  in  England. — But  not- 
withstanding all  the  pride  manifested  by  wi-iters  upon  the 
maritime  law  of  England,  in  the  superior  remedies  afforded  by 
that  law  and  confided  to  Courts  of  Admiralty,  designed  to 
ameliorate  the  condition  of  dissentious  cotenants,  it  is  by  no 
means  certain  that  they  are  not  left  in  a  more  unfortunate  or 
at  least  a  more  helpless  situation  than  at  the  common  law. 
It  is  true  that  a  part  owner,  fearful  that  his  property  is  about 
to  be  sent  upon  some  dangerous  employment,  may  arrest  it 
and  rescue  it  from  the  proposed  peril,  or  at  least  obtain  se- 
curity sufficient  to  indemnify  him  in  case  of  its  loss.  It  is 
also  certain  that  the  majority  in  value  may  compel  the  pos- 
session of  the  ship  to  be  delivered  to  them  in  order  that  they 
may  devote  it  to  any  usual  and  legitimate  employment.  But 
that  part  of  the  law  intended  to  secure  the  interest  of  the 
minority  secures  it  very  inefficiently,  and  is  easily  evaded. 
The  value  of  the  use  of  the  ship  ought  to  be  as  much  the 
subject  of  legal  care  and  solicitude  as  the  value  of  the  ship 
itself.  But  the  security  exacted  by  the  Courts  of  Admiralty 
from  the  majority  who  are  about  to  send  the  ship  on  a  haz- 
ardous adventure  does  not  include  anything  but  the  value  of 
the  interests  of  the  dissenting  part  owners.  If  the  ship 
should  ever  return,  or  whether  it  returns  or  not,  the  minority 
have  no  interest  in  its  actual  earnings,  and  no  compensation 
for  what  its  use  is  reasonably  worth. ^  They  are  thus  com- 
pelled either  to  assent  to  the  hazardous  employment  or  to 
forego  all  expectation  of  profit  from  their  property.  So,  when 
the  majority  wish  the  vessel  to  remain  idle,  although  it  is  said 
that  the  law,  acting  for  the  advancement  of  commerce,  will 
allow  the  minority  to  take  and  employ  the  vessel,  upon  giving 
adequate  security  for  its  safe  return,  yet,  conceding  this  to  be 
true,  the  law  is  easily  evaded.  The  majority  have  but  to  pro- 
pose to  send  the  vessel  upon  some  useless  or  dangerous  voyage, 

'  Lord  Stowell  in  The  Apollo,  1  Hagg.  Ad.  312. 

•^  The  Marengo,  1  Low.  Dec.  52;  S.  C.  1  Am.  L.  R.  88;  Willings  v.  Blight,  2  Pet.  Ad. 
288. 
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to  which  the  minority  would  not  assent.  It  would  then  ap- 
pear that  the  owners  disagi-eed  in  reference  to  the  mode  of 
employment,  and  the  minority  would  be  -without  redress. 
But  it  is  self-evident  that  when  several  persons  whose  rela- 
tions require  them  to  have  constant  business  intercoiu'se  with 
one  another  once  become  dissentious,  nothing  can  so  effec- 
tively relieve  them  from  their  embarrassment  as  a  permanent 
dissolution  of  those  relations.  Cotenants  unable  to  agi-ee 
upon  the  management  of  their  common  property  may  divide 
it;  and  if  unable  to  agree  upon  a  division,  they  may  call 
upon  some  legal  or  equitable  tribunal  to  divide  it  for  th(3m. 
A  ship  is  incapable  of  partition.  If  dissentious  part  o^vn9rs 
have  any  effective  and  permanent  means  of  relief,  it  must  be 
through  a  sale  of  the  vessel  and  a  division  of  the  proceeds. 
But  the  majority  may  be  well  contented  with  the  advantages 
of  their  position,  and  may  refuse  to  unite  in  a  sale.  It  is 
clear  that  the  English  Coui-ts  of  Admiralty  will  not,  in  any 
case,  compel  a  part  owner  to  sell  his  share.'  The  rule  of 
these  Coui'ts  upon  this  subject,  and  the  reasons  on  which  it 
is  founded,  were  thus  stated  by  Sir  Christopher  Robinson  in 
pronouncing  a  judgment  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty : 
"The  law  of  some  countries  has  gone  so  far  as  to  endeavor 
to  compromise  all  interests  by  compelling,  in  cases  of  dis- 
agreement, a  sale,  either  of  the  shares  of  the  minority  or  of 
the  whole  ship,  at  the  application  of  the  majority  of  the 
owners,  and  sometimes  even  of  a  moiety  of  interests.  Such 
attempts  appear  to  have  been  made  also  in  this  country ;  but 
the  justice  of  such  a  proceeding  may  be  questionable.  Dis- 
agreements may  be  fomented  by  it;  or  a  forced  sale  at  par- 
ticular times  may  bo  disadvantageous  or  ruinous  to  the  min- 
ority. The  law  of  England  has  accordingly  restrained  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  from  exercising  such  an  authority;  and 
no  other  Court  has  assumed  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  Courts 
of  common  law  and  of  chancery  have  declined  to  interfere 
between  joint-tenants  in  respect  to  the  possession  of  their 
ship."" 

'  Ousten  t\  Hebden,  1  Wils.  101;  Maclachlan  on  Shipping,  90;  The  Apollo,  1  Uagg. 
Ad.  30C;  Maude  &  Pollock  on  Shipping,  78;  Paruons  on  PartncTBhip,  561. 
'  The  Margaret,  2  Uagg.  Ad.  270. 
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§  392.  Compulsory  Sale  in  America. — The  American 
Courts  have  generally  dissented  from  those  of  the  mother 
country  in  declining  to  order  a  sale  on  account  of  a  disagree- 
ment among  the  part  owners,  and  "the  decided  weight  of 
authority,"  if  the  American  cases  alone  were  to  be  consulted, 
would  be  "in  favor  of  the  power  of  admiralty  to  decree  a 
sale."^  This  power  is  not,  however,  called  in  being  except 
where  the  maritime  law  has  furnished  no  means  of  deciding 
between  the  part  owners.  It  is  therefore  only  to  be  exercised 
when  the  part  owners  are  equally  divided  in  regard  to  the 
employment  to  which  they  shall  devote  their  ship,  or  in  re- 
gard to  some  other  matter  which  must  be  decided  before  the 
ship  can  be  employed.  This  question  was  first  directly  in- 
volved and  decided  in  the  United  States  Courts  in  the  year 
1828,  when  Judge  Hopkinson,  in  the  District  Court  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  held  that  he  had  no  author- 
ity to  decree  a  sale,  although  there  were  but  two  part  owners 
and  they  were  unable  to  agree. ^  But  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  was  reversed  in  the  Circuit  Court  presided 
over  by  Justice  Washington.^  In  this  case  the  disagreement 
of  the  part  owners  was  not  in  regard  to  the  employment  of 
the  ship,  but  as  to  who  should  be  master,  the  owner  of  one- 
haK  of  the  vessel  insisting  that  she  should  sail  under  his 
control  as  master,  and  the  owners  of  the  other  half  being 
dissatisfied  with  his  management,  and  determined  that  he 
should  no  longer  control  the  ship.  "  If  we  come  to  a  closer 
examination  and  summary  of  the  maritime  law  upon  this 
question,  we  shall  arrive  at  these  results :  A  vessel,  although 
the  subject  of  private  ownership,  is  regarded  as  a  matter  also 
of  public  interest.  The  public  interest  is  protected  in  se- 
curing the  employment  of  the  vessel.  In  the  management  of 
a  vessel,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  in  value  shall  prevail, 
unless  it  forbids  its  employment,  in  which  case  it  yields  to 
the  majority  desiring  its  employment.  The  sale  of  a  vessel 
is  not  encouraged,  because  the  interference  of  the  Court  in 
aiding  a  discontented  part  owner  to  force  a  sale  would,  in  many 

'  Parsons  on  Partnership,  561. 
'■^  Davis  V.  The  Seneca,  Gilp.  10. 

»  Davis  V.  The  Seneca,  18  Am.  Jur.  486;  S.  C.  3  Wall.  Jr.  395;  S.  C.  6  Penu.  L.  J. 
213. 
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cases,  serve  only  to  gratify  caprice  or  passion,  tend  to  the 
injury  of  other  part  owners,  and.  invite  frequent  and  injurious 
intemiptions  of  commercial  operations.  In  case  of  a  dis- 
agreement between  part  owners  who  have  an  equal  interest 
concerning  the  employment  of  the  vessel,  a  sale  will  be  or- 
dered, but  such  disagi'eement  must  not  be  upon  the  question 
of  employment  or  not,  for  in  such  case  they  who  desire  to 
employ  shall  prevail,  but  it  must  be  a  disagreement  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  vessel  shall  be  employed,  -s^  -^^  *  *  * 
The  power  to  sell,  as  exercised  by  Judge  Washington,  in  the 
case  of  the  Seneca,  was  carried  as  far  as  the  best  authorities 
in  the  maritime  law  will  warrant.  Nor  is  it  easy  to  compre- 
hend for  what  useful  pui'pose  the  power  could  be  exercised, 
in  any  other  cases  than  such  as  I  have  referred  to,  in  which 
a  disagreement  between  the  part  owners  cannot  be  determined 
by  the  application  of  the  principles  of  associated  ownership, 
or  such  as  are  specially  provided  for  an  ownership  in  vessels. 
Of  what  use  would  be  the  principle  which  affirms  the  control 
resulting  to  a  majority  from  the  fact  of  its  being  so,  if  in 
any  case  in  which  it  was  to  be  applied,  a  Court  would  be 
asked  to  decree  a  sale?  It  would  soon  be  that  the  only  mode 
of  preventing  a  dissolution  would  be  for  the  majority  to  ren- 
der unquestioning  accord  to  the  wishes  of  the  minority,  no 
matter  how  small  the  minority  or  how  unreasonable  its  ex- 
actions."' The  difference  between  the  American  and  the 
English  decisions,  in  regard  to  the  power  of  Courts  of  Ad- 
miralt}^  to  decree  a  sale  in  case  of  a  disagreement  between 
part  o^v^lers  for  the  settlement  of  which  no  mles  of  law  have 
been  provided,  does  not  result  from  a  diverse  interpretation 
of  English  laAV,  nor  yet  from  the  enactment  of  any  American 
statute  directly  controlling  the  question,  but  from  the  fact 
that  the  American  Courts  conceive  that  their  "jurisdiction, 
and  the  law  regulating  its  exercise,  are  to  be  sought  for  in 
the  (jeneral  maritime  law  of  nations,  and  are  not  confined  to 
that  of  England,  or  of  any  other  particular  maritime  na- 
tion."2 

'  Tunno  v.  The  Betsina,  5  Am.  L.  Reg.  406. 

"  Davis  V.  The  Seneca,  18  Am.  Jur.  48(5;  S.  C.  3  Wall.  Jr.  395. 
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Parol  Partition,  American  text-writers  averse  to,  $  401. 
Parol  Paiiition,  when  enforced  in  equity,  $  402. 
Parol  Pai-tition  by  gi-antee  of  interest  to  be  located,  $  403. 
Parol  Partition  under  Mexican  law,  v^  404. 
Parol  Partition  of  lands  of  a  Proprietary,  ^  405. 
Partition  by  Mutual  Conveyances,  ^  406. 
Partition  by  Separate  Conveyances  in  Severalty,  $  407. 
Partition,  when  presumed,  §  408. 

Warranty  does  not  arise  from  Voluntary  Partition,.  $  409, 
Warranty  implied  in  some  of  the  States,  ^  410. 
Effect  on  Wife's  right  to  Dower,  411. 
Effect  on  interest  of  Cotenant  who  is  a  feme  covert,  $  412. 
Effect  of  Partition  between  Cotenants  who  have  intermarried,  $^413. 
Effect  on  Infant  Cotenant,  $  414. 
Effect  on  Incumbrancers,  §  415. 

Effect  on  Persons  having  Estates  in  Eemainder  or  Reversion,  $  416. 
Powers  delegating  authority  to  make  Partition,  §  417. 
Agreements  to  make  Partitions,  v^  418. 
Agreement  or  Deed  void  as  to  one  is  void  as  to  all,  $  419. 

g   .393.     Introductory  Definitions   and   Observations. — 

0rdinai7  cotenants,  unlike  part  owners  of  a  sliip,  have  ample 
means  of  terminating  their  property  relations  with  one  another, 
and  of  thus  avoiding  a  continuance  of  that  discord  and  irrita- 
tion which  must  necessarily  attend  an  association  compelled 
by  interest,  but  reprobated  by  every  other  consideration. 
Cotenants  no  longer  content  to  enjoy  their  f)roporty  in  moi- 
eties may,  if  it  be  susceptible  of  division,  have  it  transformed 

4G1 
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into  estates  in  severalty,  and  one  of  such  estates  assigned  to 
each  of  the  former  occupants  for  his  sole  use,  and  as  his  sole 
proiDerty.  Or  if  one  only  be  discontented,  the  others  may 
assign  him  a  portion,  equivalent  to  his  interest,  to  be  by  him 
thereafter  held  and  enjoyed  in  severalty,  leaving  the  other 
cotenants  to  hold  the  residue  by  moieties  and  under  the  same 
kind  of  cotenancy  by  which  they  had  before  held  their  moi- 
eties of  the  whole. ^  If  the  cotenants  be  unable  to  agree 
upon  any  division  of  their  common  property,  or  even  when 
they  have  made  no  effort  to  agree,  any  one  of  them  may,  by 
proceedings  instituted  at  law  or  in  equity,  compel  a  division, 
or  if  a  division  be  impossible  or  incapable  of  accomplishment 
except  by  greatly  prejudicing  the  interests  of  the  cotenants, 
a  sale  of  the  whole  property  may,  at  the  present  day,  be  com- 
pelled, in  order  that  the  proceeds  may  be  distributed  among 
all  the  cotenants  according  to  their  respective  interests.  By 
whichever  of  these  means  the  cotenancy  is  terminated  and 
the  interests  of  some  or  all  of  the  cotenants  dissevered  from 
that  of  the  others,  the  proceeding  is,  at  the  present  day, 
usually  called  a  partition.  Mr.  Allnatt,  in  his  introductory 
observations  to  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Partition,  says : 
' '  The  partition  of  which  I  propose  to  treat,  is  a  division  of 
lands  or  tenements,  by  coparceners,  joint-tenants,  or  tenants 
in  common,  so  as  to  put  an  end  to  the  cotenancy,  and  to  vest 
in  each  person  a  sole  estate  in  a  specific  purparty,  or  allot- 
ment of  the  lands  or  tenements.  Partition,  in  its  primitive 
and  technical  import,  signified  such  a  division  by  coparceners 
or  coheirs  of  lands  which  had  descended  by  common  law  or 
by  custom;  and  the  books,  when  they  speak  of  partition 
generally,  and  without  alluding  to  the  particular  species  of 
undivided  estate  in  the  parties  making  it,  appear  invariably 
to  mean  a  partition  by  coparceners — a  circumstance  which 
the  student  will  find  it  necessary  to  keep  in  his  mind  while 
investigating  the  subject.  But,  for  reasons  which  will  appear 
in  the  course  of  our  inquiry,  the  term  has  long  since  become 
equally  applicable  to  a  division  of  lands  by  joint-tenants  or 
tenants  in  common."^ 


^  Vin.  Abr,  Tit.  Partition  (A.  2,  sub.  5);  Litt.  sec.  276. 
'^  Alluatt  on  Partition.  1. 
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The  partition  of  which  Mr.  AUnatt  in  fact  treated,  included, 
in  addition  to  the  matters  enumerated  in  his  introductory  ob- 
servations, the  considei-ation  of  forms  of  partition  in  which 
it  is  evident  that  the  cotenancy  was  not  terminated  by  vesting 
in  either  cotenant  a  sole  estate  in  any  specifie  pm-party.  For, 
in  some  instances,  such  an  allotment  was  either  impossible 
or  so  injurious  that  neither  of  the  cotenants  would  consent 
to  it.  In  such  cases,  while  no  actual  division  could  be  made 
of  the  subject  of  the  tenancy,  it  was  possible  to  agree  upon 
some  plan  by  which  the  beneficial  enjoyment  could  be  shared 
equally  yet  severally  by  the  cotenants.  "  For  instance,  if  an 
agreement  be  made  between  coparceners,  that  the  one  shall 
have  and  occupy  the  land  from  Easter  imtil  the  first  of  August 
only,  in  severalty,  and  that  the  other  shall  have  and  occupy 
the  land  from  the  fii'st  of  August  until  Easter,  yearly,  to  them 
and  their  heirs,  this  is  a  good  partition.  Also,  if  two  copar- 
ceners have  two  manors  by  descent,  and  they  make  partition 
that  the  one  shall  have  the  one  manor  for  one  year  or  longer, 
and  the  other  the  other  manor  for  a  similar  period,  alternis 
vicibus,  to  them  and  their  heirs,  this  is  a  good  partition.  In 
this  case,  each  coparcener  has  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and 
not  a  mere  chattel  interest,  although  they  have  the  occupation 
by  turns  for  a  certain  term  of  years. "^  So  "though  an  ad- 
vowson  is  in  itself  entire,  and  a  partition  could  not  make  two 
advowsons  out  of  one,  yet  it  may  be  divided  so  that  the  par- 
ceners may  present  by  turns.  However,  such  a  partition  by 
coparceners  was  held  to  be  only  a  partition  of  the  presenta- 
tion; for  the  advowson  continued  in  coparcenary,  and  they 
must  all  have  joined  after  such  partition  in  a  writ  of  right  of 
advowsons.""  There  were  also,  at  the  common  law,  many 
other  instances  of  indivisible  inheritances,  in  which  the  only 
partition  that  could  be  made  consisted  either  of  an  enjoy- 
ment in  severalty  by  turns,  or  a  division  of  the  proceeds  or 
profits.^  The  embarrassment  which,  at  the  common  law,  at- 
tended the  partition  of  indivisible  inheritances  has  been  ob- 
viated by  statutory  provisions  authorizing  Courts  to  direct  a 
sale  of  the  common  property  whenever  it  is  not  capable  of 

»  Alluatt  on  Partition,  4;  Vin.  Abr.  Tit.  Partition  (A.  2.) 
■^  Alluatt  ou  Partitiou,  6,  7.  =•  lb.  8,  9;  Co.  Litt.  164  b,  165  a. 
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an  advantageous  allotment.  This  renders  it  essential  that  we 
should  treat  of  a  subject  not  embraced  in  Mr.  Allnatt's  work, 
viz.,  of  the  circumstances  in  which  a  sale  will  be  preferred  to 
an  allotment,  the  manner  of  conducting  such  sale,  and  its 
effect  when  properly  conducted.  We  shall  also  treat  of  the 
partition  of  personal  property,  a  subject  not  embraced  in  Mr. 
Allnatt's  work. 

g  394.     Voluntary  Partition,  and  Devices  for  making 
the  Allotments  therein. — A  partition  is  either  voluntary  or 
compulsory.     It  is  voluntary  when  accomplished  by  the  co- 
tenants  by  mutual  agreement  between  one  another;   and  is 
compulsory  when  effected  by  a  Court  having  competent  jur- 
isdiction for  that  purpose,  acting  at  the  instance  of  one  or 
more  of  the  cotenants.*     Voluntary  partition  between  copar- 
ceners at  common  law  was  accomplished  by  one  of  four  dif- 
ferent methods.      By  the  first   method,   the  parceners   by 
direct  agreement  between  one  another  made  their  partition, 
and  each  took  a  particular  part  to  hold  in  severalty.     Little- 
ton intimates  that  each  part  must  be  of  equal  value  ;2  but  in 
commenting  upon  this  Lord  Coke  observes:  "If  coparceners 
make  partition  at  full  age  and  unmarried,  and  of  sane  mem- 
orie,  of  lands  in  fee-simple,  it  is  good  and  firme  for  ever, 
albeit  the  values  be  unequall;  but  if  it  be  of  lands  entailed, 
or  if  any  of  the  parceners  be  of  non  sane  memorie,  it  shall 
binde  the  parties  themselves,  but  not  their  issues  unlesse  it 
be  equall;  or  if  any  be  covert,  it  shall  bind  the  husband  but 
not  the  wife  or  her  heires,  or  if  any  be  within  age,  it  shall 
not  bind  the  infant.  "=^     By  the  second  method,  the  coparcen- 
ers first  appointed  some  of  their  friends  to  divide  the  lands 
into  equal  parts.     After  such  division  had  been  made,  each 
of  the  coparceners  selected  one  of  these  parts  to  hold  in  sev- 
eralty.    In   this   selection,   the   eldest  sister  had  the  first 
choice,   and  the  others  chose  after  her  according  to  their 
seniority.'*    When  the  third  method  was  employed,  the  eldest 
sister  was  chosen  to  make  division  of  the  lands  ijito  equal 
parts.     In  this  case,  to  assure  the  impartial  exercise  of  her 
judgment,  "it  is  said  the  eldest  sister  shall  choose  last  for 

'  AUnatt  on  Partition,  2;  Co.  Litt.  165  b.  -  Litt.  sec.  243. 

'^  Co.  Litt.  166  a.  *  Litt.  sec,  244;  2  Cruise,  394. 
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her  part,  and  after  every  one  of  her  sisters."'  "  The  rwle  of 
law  is,  cujus  est  divisio,  oJferius  est  electio.  And  the  reason  of 
the  law  is,  for  avojding  partiality."-  The  fourth  method  of 
volimtaiy  ' '  partition  or  allotment  is,  as  if  there  be  four  par- 
ceners, and  after  partition  of  the  lands  be  made,  every  part 
of  the  land  by  itself  is  written  in  a  little  scrowlo  and  is  cov- 
ered all  in  waxe  in  manner  of  a  little  ball,  so  as  none  may 
see  the  scrowle,  and  then  the  four  balls  of  waxe  are  put  in  a 
hat  to  be  kept  in  the  hands  of  an  indifferent  man,  and  then 
the  eldest  daughter  shall  first  put  her  hand  into  the  hat,  and 
take  a  ball  of  waxe  with  the  scrowle  within  the  same  ball  for 
her  part,  and  then  the  second  sister  shall  jDut  her  hand  into 
the  hat  and  take  another,  the  3  sister  the  3  ball,  and  the  4 
sister  the  4  ball,  &c.,  and  in  this  case  every  one  of  them 
ought  to  stand  to  their  chance  and  allotment."* 

^  395.  Partition  by  Arbitration. — When  the  cotenants 
appoint  certain  persons  as  arbitrators,  or  commissioners  to 
make  partition  for  them,  it  is  not  usually  understood  that 
their  award  or  report  operates  upon  the  legal  title.  "It  has, 
indeed,  been  said,  that  partition  cannot  be  made  by  award, 
since  a  freehold  cannot  pass  without  livery;  but  this  position 

'  Litt.  sec.  245;  2  Cruise,  394. 

^  Co.  Litt.  1G6  h. 

'  Litt.  sec.  24G;  2  Cruise,  395.  The  division  of  land  by  lot  naturally  suggests  itself 
as  the  most  simple  as  well  as  the  most  impartial  method  whicli  can  be  employed.  It 
is  also  likely  to  prove  a's  satisfactory  as  any  other  method,  because  it  is  more  likely 
than  any  other  to  present  to  tlie  parties  interested  the  appearance  of  the  utmost  fair- 
ness, and  to  leave  them  without  evidence  of  intentional  injustice.  It  was  frequently 
employed  by  the  Israelites.  Thus,  when  Moses  on  the  plains  of  Moab  had  numbered 
the  children  of  Israel,  the  Lord  spako  unto  him  saying:  "  Unto  these  the  land  shall 
be  divided  for  an  inheritance  according  to  the  number  of  names.  To  many  thou 
shalt  give  the  more  inheritance,  and  to  few  thou  shalt  give  the  less  inheritance:  to 
everyone  shall  his  inheritance  be  given  according  to  those  that  were  numbered  of 
him.  Notwithstanding  the  land  shall  be  divided  by  lot:  according  to  the  names  of  the 
tribes  of  their  fathers  tliey  shall  inherit.  According  to  the  lot  shall  the  possession 
thereof  bo  divided  between  many  and  few."  (Numbers,  ch.  20,  v.  52-56.)  And  when 
the  Lord  commanded  tlic  children  of  Israel  to  drive  out  the  inhabitants  of  the  land 
of  Canaan,  hr;  again  directed  that  the  laud  should  bo  divided  among  the  families  of 
the  Israelites  by  lot.  (lb.  ch.  33,  v.  54.)  And  whenever  it  became  necessary  to  lUvide 
a  new  acquisition  among  the;  children  of  Israel,  tlie  original  command  io  divide  by 
lot  was  either  lepeated  or  enforced  without  repetition.  (Ezck.  ch.  48,  v.  29;  ch.  47, 
v.  22;  Jos.  cli.  J:{,  v.  G;  1  Chron.  ch.  21,  v.  5;  ch.  IG,  v.  18;  Acts,  di.  i:t,  v.  19.)  No  doubt 
the  same  m(;tliod  was  employed  in  reference  to  personal  property  to  which  sevc^ral  were 
equally  entitled.  Hence  we  find  that  the  soldiers  after  crucifying  Jesus  "parted  hiu 
garments,  casting  lots  upon  them,  what  every  man  sliould  tuko."   (Mark,  ch.  15,  v.  24.) 

C.  k  P.— 30 
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must  be  understood  as  referring  to  tlie  actual  operation  of 
the  award  itself."^  When  several  tenants  in  common  cove- 
nanted by  deed  to  submit  to  an  award  to  be  made  by  certain 
arbitrators,  partitioning  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  and  an 
award  was  accordingly  made  allotting  the  lands  in  severalty 
among  the  cotenants,  such  award  was  held  to  be  incomplete 
until  confirmed  by  conveyances  executed  in  accordance  with 
it.^  But  it  seems  that  when  the  cotenants  refuse  to  make 
the  conveyances  necessary  to  transfer  the  legal  title,  equity 
will  compel  them  to  do  so.^  A  deed  of  partition  may  appoint 
certain  persons  as  commissioners  to  make  a  division  of  the 
lands  therein  described,  and  to  allot  the  same  among  the  co- 
tenants  according  to  certain  terms  specified  in  the  deed.  If, 
in  addition  to  these  provisions,  the  deed  contains  words  of 
release  and  conveyance  by  which  the  several  cotenants  mut- 
ually convey  and  release  to  each  other  the  parts  which  may 
be  allotted  to  each  respectively  by  the  commissioner — the 
deed  to  take  effect  when  the  commissioners  file  their  report 
in  the  Eecorder's  office,  with  a  map  showing  the  boundaries 
of  the  several  allotments — such  deed  is  a  deed  on  condition 
precedent,  and  upon  the  happening  of  the  condition,  namely, 
the  filing  of  the  report  and  map,  the  deed  becomes  effectual 
as  a  deed  of  partition  and  release,  and  vests  in  each  cotenant 
in  severalty  both  the  legal  and  equitable  title  to  the  premises 
allotted  to  him  by  the  commissioners.* 

g  396.  Of  the  Necessity  of  Conveyances. — In  the  pre- 
ceding section,  we  have  shown  that  a  voluntary  partition 
between  coparceners  was,  at  common  law,  usually  accom- 
plished by  one  of  four  different  methods.  But  each  of  these 
methods  is  to  be  regarded  rather  as  a  device  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  how  an  allotment  should  be 
made,  than  as  a  means  of  transforming  a  title  held  in  moi- 
eties into  two  or  more  titles  to  be  held  in  severalty.  We 
have  yet  to  consider  what  means  are  necessary,  after  the  al- 
lotment has  been  determined,  to  vest  an  exclusive  title  to 
each  purparty  in  the  cotenant  to  whom  it  has  been  alloted. 
In  the  case  of  joint-tenants,  voluntary  "partitions  must,  at 

'  Allnatt  0)1  Partition,  17,  IS.  -'  Johnsou  v.  V»'ilson.  Willes,  218. 

■^  Knight  V.  Burton,  G  Mod.  231.  *  Tewksbury  r.  Provizzo,  12  Cal.  23. 
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all  times,  have  beeu  by  deed;  except  where  the  estate  was  only 
for  years,  for  there  they  might  make  partition  without  deed."' 
Between  tenants  in  common,  a  voluntary  partition  could,  by 
the  common  law,  be  made  by  parol,  provided  it  was  executed 
in  severalty  with  livery  of  seisin.-  "If  two  tenants  in  com- 
mon be,  and  they  make  partition  by  paroll,  and  execute  the 
same  in  severalty  by  livery,  this  is  good  and  sufficient  in 
law."^  "Partition  by  agreement  between  parceners  may  be 
made  by  law  between  them,  as  well  by  parol  withoiit  deed, 
as  by  deed;" "•  and  need  not  be  perfected  by  livery.''  These 
distinctions  are  recognized  in  all  the  elementary  works  upon 
the  common  law;  but  it  is  difficult  to  satisfactorily  account 
for  them,  or  to  show  that  they  arose  from  corresponding 
differences  in  either  the  origin,  the  character,  or  the  objects 
of  the  cotenacies  to  which  they  were  attached.  In  attempt- 
ing to  explain  and  justify  them,  Mr.  Allnatt,  in  his  treatise 
on  Partition  said :  ' '  Partition  between  coparceners  neither 
amounts  to,  nor  requires,  an  actual  conveyance.  It  is  less 
than  a  grant.  Its  operation  is  not  to  pass  the  land  by  a  fresh 
investure  of  the  seisin,  for  parceners  are  supposed  to  be  al- 
ready iu  possession  of  the  whole  lands.  Partition,  therefore, 
makes  no  degree.  It  only  adjusts  the  different  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  possession;  each  does  not  take  her  allotment  by 
purchase;  but  is  seized  of  it  by  descent  from  the  common 
ancestor,  as  she  was  of  her  undivided  share  before  partition. 
At  common  law,  therefore,  a  partition  among  parceners  by 
parol  was  legal  and  efficacious,  though  they  might  make  a 
vaKd  partition  by  deed;  and  a  partition  by  release  with  war- 
ranty from  one  to  the  other  is  expressly  mentioned  in  the 
books  as  good.  Sir  W.  Blackstone,  in  his  Commentaries, 
seems  to  attribute  this  efficacy  of  a  parol  partition  to  the 
parceners  being  always,  at  common  law,  subject  to  coercive 
partition  by  writ.  But  Hawkins,  in  his  abridgement  of  Coke 
upon  Littleton,  states  the  reason  to  be,  that  partitions  be- 
tween iDarceners  were  much  favored  and  privileged,  because 

'  2  CruiHO,  384;  Go.  Litt.  187  a;   13  Pctorbdorll'ti  Abr.  137,  111;   Yin.  Ab.  Til.  Parti- 
tion (D.) 
-  2  Cruiwe,  110. 
•=  Co.  Litt.  IG'J  a. 

'  Litt.  HOC.  250;  Viu,  Ab,  Tit.  Partition  (C.) 
''  2  Cruiao,  395. 
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their  undivided  estate  was  created  and  cast  on  tliem  merely 
by  act  of  law.  And  this,  perhaps,  is  the  more  rational  and 
satisfactory  way  of  accounting  for  the  circumstance.  -^  *  -^^ 
The  author  of  the  Commentaries,  after  defining  a  partition 
between  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  and  tenants  in  common, 
says :  '  Here,  as  in  some  instances  there  is  a  unity  of  interest, 
and  in  all  a  unity  of  possession,  it  is  necessary  that  they  all 
mutually  convey  and  assure  to  each  other  the  several  estates 
which  they  are  to  take  and  enjoy  separately.  By  the  common 
law,  parceners,  being  compellable  to  make  partition,  might 
have  made  it  by  parol  only;  but  joint-tenants,  and  tenants  in 
common,  must  have  done  it  by  deed;  and  in  both  cases,  the 
conveyance  must  have  been  perfected  by  livery  of  seisin.' 
And  he  cites  the  above  noticed  section  of  Litt.  (250,)  and 
Co.  Litt.  169.  However,  these  authorities  by  no  means  bear 
out  the  learned  commentator  in  the  positions  contained  in 
this  paragraph;  and  indeed  they  expressly  contradict  him  in 
the  assertion  that  tenants  in  common  must  have  made  parti- 
tion by  deed.  And  with  respect  to  joint-tenants,  a  considera- 
tion of  the  nature  of  their  estate  will  sufficiently  prove  that 
the  learned  author  must  have  also  been  mistaken  in  stating 
that  a  partition  by  them  must  have  been  perfected  by  livery 
of  seisin.  A  joint-tenant  is  seised  per  mie  et  per  toxd.  As  far 
as  regards  the  enjoyment  of  profits,  indeed,  he  has  only  a 
share;  but  his  possession  in  the  eye  of  the  law  runs  through 
and  pervades  the  whole  lands.  He  cannot,  therefore,  take 
by  livery  any  part  of  the  lands,  because  he  is  already  in  pos- 
session of  them.  He  and  his  companions  all  come  in  by  the 
same  feudal  contract;  and  a  second  feoffment  cannot  give  any 
farther  title  or  notoriety,  because  every  person  is  supposed 
to  be  in  by  his  elder  title,  which,  in  the  case  of  joint-tenants, 
is  the  original  conveyance.  The  proper  mode  of  assurance 
between  joint-tenants  is  by  release,  which  enures  by  way  of 
mitter  Testate,  and  which  could  not  have  been  effected  without 
deed.  By  such  release,  a  fee  will  pass  to  the  releasee,  with- 
out words  of  limitation;  for  the  releasee  is  in  by  the  original 
conveyance,  and  such  release  is  not  considered  as  an  aliena- 
tion, nor  does  it  make  a  degree. 

But  in  regard  to  tenants  in  common,  they  have  several  and 
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distinct  freeholds,  and  may  enfeoff  each  other;  because  this 
estate,  being  established  by  different  notorieties,  and  each 
moiety  having  passed  by  a  distinct  livery,  they  must  convey 
to  each  other  by  a  distinguishing  livery.  But  the  same 
reason  which  requires  an  actual  conveyance  between  them 
shows  that  a  release  to  each  other  would  be  invalid,  as  a  re- 
lease assumes  the  j)arty  to  be  already  in  possession."' 

§  397.  Parol  Partitions  said  to  be  invalidated  by  Stat- 
ute of  Frauds. — A  voluntary  partition  of  lands  could,  as 
we  have  shown,  be  made  by  parol  at  the  common  law  be- 
tween parceners  and  also  between  tenants  in  common.  But, 
according  to  a  slight  preponderance  of  American  cases,  and 
to  a  decided  majority  of  the  English  authorities,-  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  now  interposes  an  insuperable  obstacle  to  a  valid 
parol  partition.  It  must  not  however  be  inferred  that,  even 
under  these  authorities,  parol  evidence  may  not,  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  be  competent  to  establish  a  partition; 
but  it  can  only  be  so  when  its  purport  is  such  as  to  directly 
establish  that  a  partition  was  made  in  some  valid  method, 
the  written  evidence  of  which  cannot  now  be  produced.  If  a 
jury  be  called  upon  to  determine,  as  an  issue  of  fact,  whether 
or  not  a  partition  of  lands  once  held  in  cotenancy  had  been 
effected,  and  the  undivided  estates  of  the  cotenants  thereby 
changed  into  estates  in  severalty,  evidence  might  properly  be 
admitted  showing  a  several  occupation  of  some  specified  part 
by  each  of  the  cotenants  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and  the 
jury  might  be  justified  from  such  evidence  in  inferring  that 
a  valid  partition  had  been  made.  But  if  this  long-continued 
possession  in  severalty  be  explained,  and  be  shown  to  have 
existed  in  pursuance  of  a  parol  partition  made  by  the  co- 
tenants,  the  inference  which  might  otherwise  be  indulged  is 
rebutted,  and  the  jury  would,  according  to  the  authorities  to 
which  we  have  referred,  not  be  justified  in  finding  that  a 
valid  partition  had  been  consummated.  The  cotenants  would, 
therefore,  notwithstanding  their  several  occupation,  be  still 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  121-129. 

•^  JohnHon  i'.  WilHon,  Willes,  248;  Ireland  r.  RittU;,  1  Atk.  541;  WliaJey  c.  Dawaou, 
2  Sell.  <fc  Lof.  .307;  Browno  on  St.  of  FrautLs,  kcc.  GH;  2  Black.  Comni.  323;  Allnatt  on 
Partition,  130;  13  PetfrndorffV  Ab.  141;  1  Chitty's  Gunl.  I'r.  313. 
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regarded  and  treated  as  owners  of  undivided  moieties.'  In 
an  early  case  in  Massachusetts,  it  appeared  that  a  several 
possession  had  been  continuously  raaintained  for  twenty- 
seven  years;  and  the  cotenants  had  been  heard  to  declare 
that  they  had  made  a  partition,  but  without  expressing 
whether  such  partition  had  been  made  by  deed  or  by  parol. 
Upon  these  facts,  Chief  Justice  Parsons  said:  "Since  the 
statute  of  frauds,  partition  by  parol  is  void.  But  a  several 
possession  may  be  the  consequence  of  a  parol  partition.  We 
cannot  therefore  infer,  from  the  severance  of  the  possession 
by  the  tenants  in  common,  that  a  partition  by  deed  was  exe- 
cuted. Whether  a  deed  of  partition  was  or  was  not  executed, 
is  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  of  law ;  and  it  is  improperly 
submitted  to  us  as  a  question  of  law."'  Chief  Justice  Horn- 
blower,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey,  while  intimat- 
ing that  he  might  possibly  uphold  a  parol  partition  when 
sanctioned  by  long-continued  possession  taken  and  held  by 
virtue  of  it,  denied  the  force  of  such  partition  when  accom- 
panied by  possession  for  a  period  of •  five  or  six  years,  and 
thus  portrayed  the  evils  which,  in  his  judgment,  were  likely 
to  arise  from  encouraging  parol  partitions :  ' '  The  peace  of 
society  and  the  security  of  titles,  under  the  existing  circum- 
stances of  our  country  and  the  policy  of  our  laws,  in  my 
opinion,  strongly  require  an  adherence  to  the  rule,  that  all 
partitions  of  freehold  estates  among  cotenants  should  be  by 
deed  or  writing.  By  our  laws  of  inheritance,  and  the  pre- 
vailing habits  of  society,  the  land  of  almost  every  decedent, 
whether  testate  or  intestate,  comes  to  be  divided  and  sub- 
divided among  his  children  and  grandchildren.  Lands  are 
now  almost  as  much  an  article  of  sale  and  transfer  as  mer- 
chandize itself.  It  is  the  interest  and  policy  of  the  country 
that  it  should  be  so;  and  the  same  interest  and  policy  re- 
quire certainty^  and  security  to  be  given  to  titles.  But  if 
partitions  may  be  made  by  parol,  and  if  not  only  the  fact  of 

'  Porter  v.  Hill,  9  Mass.  34;  Dow  v.  Jewell,  18  N.  H.  353;  Wright  i'.  Cane,  18  La. 
An.  579;  Craig  v.  Taylor,  G  B.  Monr.  459;  Lacy  v.  Overton,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  442;  Wood 
V.  Griffin,  46  N.  H.  237;  Ballon  v.  Hale,  47  N.  H.  350;  Anders  v.  Anders,  2  Dev.  531; 
McPherson  v.  Seguine,  3  Dev.  154;  Richman  v.  Baldwin,  1  Zabr.  395;  Goodhue  v. 
Barnwell,  Rice  Eq.  198. 

-  Porter  v.  Perkins,  5  Mass.  235. 
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such  partition  having  been  made  and  nnderstandingly  agreed 
to  by  all  the  parties,  but  the  time  when  the  partition  lines, 
the  metes  and  bounds,  courses  and  distances  of  the  several 
jjarcels  allotted  to  each,  are  all  to  rest  in  the  frail  memory  of 
man :  if  no  records  or  ^vritings  are  to  be  made  of  such  parti- 
tions, to  which  purchasers  and  heirs  are  to  resort  for  inform- 
ation and  certainty,  it  will  not  only  depreciate  the  value  of 
real  estate  derived  under  such  partitions,  by  rendering  titles 
iiucertain  and  precarious,  but,  in  the  end,  be  productive  of 
fruitful  litigation."'  In  Maine,  Knight  and  Duncan,  two  ten- 
ants in  common,  made  a  parol  partition  of  their  lands.  Each 
took  and  held  exclusive  possession  of  the  part  allotted  to 
him,  and  each  subsequently  conveyed,  with  covenants  of 
warranty,  the  part  assigned  to  him,  to  a  stranger  to  the  co- 
tenancy. About  fifteen  years  after  the  parol  jjartition,  Dun- 
can petitioned  the  Court  for  a  partition  of  part  of  the  lands, 
and  the  Court  held  that  ' '  neither  the  parol  partition,  nor  the 
subsequent  corresponding  occupation,  nor  the  conveyance  by 
each  of  the  purparty  assigned  to  him,  operated  as  an  effectual 
legal  partition.  Knight  and  the  petitioner  were  seized  per 
ml  etper  tout,  and  neither  could  invest  the  other  with  a  sepa- 
rate title  to  a  portion  of  the  tract,  without  the  formality  of  a 
deed.  Each  therefore  may  avoid  the  conveyance  of  the 
other,  so  that  it  may  not  interpose  an  obstacle  to  a  just  and 
equal  partition.  The  tenancy  in  common  embracing  the 
whole  tract,  neither  can,  by  his  own  act,  exclude  the  other 
from  any  part  of  it."^ 

>/  398.  Parol  Partitions  upheld  not-withstanding  Statute 
of  Frauds. — In  New  York,  more  frequently  than  elsewhere, 
the  validity  of  parol  partitions,  when  succeeded  by  possession 
taken  and  held  thereunder,  has  been  considered  and  affirmed. 
In  the  first  case  which  arose  in  this  State  directly  involving 
this  question,  Chancellor  Kent,  then  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  said:  "A  parol  division,  carried  into  effect 
by  possessions  taken  according  to  it,  will  be  sufficient  to  sever 
the  possessions,  as  between  tenants  in  common  whose  titles 
are  distinct,  and  where  the  only  object  of  the  division  is  to 

'  Dcnexdcin.  Woodlmll  c.  Longstrcct,  3  Ilarr.  (18  N.  J.  Law)  414. 
"  Duncan  v.  SylvcBter,  IG  jMo.  390;  Cbtriny  c  Dale,  3'J  Mo.  164. 
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ascertain  the  separate  possessions  of  each..     This  was  so  ad- 
mitted by  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Jackson  ex  dem.  Vanden- 
bergh  v.  Bradt,  2  Cai.  174.  "^    But  the  case  to  which  the  Chief 
Justice  thus  referred  does  not,  as  reported,  warrant  the  state- 
ment which  he  made ;  because  the  parol  partition  had  been 
confirmed  by  a  deed  in  which  the  cotenants  covenanted  to 
abide  by  it.    A  few  years  later,  the  same  Court  said :  ' '  There 
is  no  doubt  but  that,  where  the  title  is  admitted  to  have  been 
in  common,  a  parol  partition,  followed  up  by  'possession  will 
be  valid,  and  sufficient  to  sever  the  possession."-     The  prin- 
ciples thus  announced  have  ever  since  been  frequently  and 
consistently  applied  in  the  same  State,"  but  we  have  been 
unable  to  discover  any  case  in  that  State  in  which  the  effect 
of  the  statutes  of  frauds  upon  parol  partitions  has  been  de- 
scribed, or  in  which  the  Courts  have,  in  any  respect,  viewed 
the  effect  of  such  partition  except  by  the  light  of  stare  decisis. 
In  Mississippi,  after  explaining  the  nature  and  object  of  cer- 
tain testimony  which  had  been  rejected  by  a  subordinate 
Court,  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  expressed  its 
opinion  in  the  following  brief  but  emphatic  language :    "  The 
only  question,  then,  upon  which  the  competency  of  this  evi- 
dence depends,  is,  whether  it  is  competent  to  show  a  partition 
by  parol  between  coparceners  or  tenants  in  common.     And 
there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  such  an  agreement,  when  car- 
ried out  by  the  parties  taking  possession  in  severalty,  is  valid, 
and  effectual  to  conclude  the  rights  of  the  others  against  the 
respective  parties  so  holding  in  severalty. "  *    In  Pennsylvania, 
in  an  action  for  partition,  the  defendant  pleaded  nan  tenent 
insimul;  and  at  the  trial  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff  and  himself  "before  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
had  agreed  to  make  partition,  and  that  accordingly  they  met 
upon  the  ground,  and  with  the  assistance  of  a  surveyor,  mu- 
tually employed  by  them,  they  ran  and  distinctly  marked  a 
line  of  partition,  and  actually  made  division  of  the  land  by 

'  Jackson  v.  Harder,  i  Johns.  212. 

-  Jackson  v.  Vosburgh,  9  Johns.  276. 

3  Mount  V.  Morton,  20  Barb.  138;  Otis  v.  Cusack,  43  Barb.  549;  Conkling  v.  Brown, 
57  Barb.  265;  Eyerss  v.  Wheeler,  25  Wend.  434;  Jackson  v.  Christman,  4  Wend.  277; 
Wood  V.  Fleet,  36  N.  Y.  499. 

■*  Wildey  v.  Bonney's  Lessee,  31  Miss.  652;  Natchez  v.  Vandervelde,  lb.  706. 
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each  taking  possession  of  the  part  allotted  to  him  by  the 
other,  which  had  been  so  held  in  several t}-  ever  since.  This 
evidence  was  overniled  by  the  Coui-t,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions 
sealed,"  upon  which  the  case  was  argued  in  the  Supreme 
Court.  Tilghman,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion  of 
the  Court :  ' '  The  defendant  in  error  contends  that  the  evi- 
dence ought  not  to  have  been  admitted — 1st,  because  the 
partition  was  made  by  parol;  2d,  because  if  it  had  been  in 
writing,  it  was  not  admissible  on  the  issue  joined,  but  ought 
to  have  been  specially  pleaded.  The  first  objection  is 
founded  on  the  act  of  Assembly  of  21st  March,  1772,  by 
which  a  writing  is  made  necessary  for  the  passing  of  any 
estate  or  interest  in  lands.  This  act  of  Assembly,  so  far  as 
respects  the  point  under  consideration,  is  in  substance  the 
same  as  the  English  statute  of  frauds  and  perjuries;  in  the 
construction  of  which  it  has  been  determined  that  specific 
execution  of  a  parol  agreement  shall  be  decreed  in  equity, 
when  the  agreement  has  been  carried  into  efiect  in  part  only. 
This  determination  was  founded  on  two  principles :  1st,  that 
where  the  parties  have  acted  on  their  agreement,  there  is  no 
danger  of  perjury  in  proving  it;  and  2d,  because  it  is  against 
equity  that  a  man  should  refuse  to  perfect  an  agreement  from 
which  he  had  derived  benefit  by  execution  in  part.  Whether 
the  courts  of  chancery  Lne  gone  further  than  they  ought,  in 
thus  indirectly  giving  efficacy  to  a  parol  agreement  concern- 
ing land,  we  do  not  think  ourselves  at  liberty  now  to  inquire ; 
because  the  principles  I  have  mentioned  have  been  adopted 
by  this  Court,  and  long  considered  as  the  law  of  the  land; 
and  to  question  them  now,  would  shake  many  titles  acquired 
under  their  authority.  We  therefore  think  ourselves  bound 
to  say  that  the  evidence  offered  ought  to  have  been  received, 
unless  it  was  improper  because  not  applicable  to  the  issue 
joined;  which  is  the  second  point  for  consideration. 

' '  The  plaintiff  below  declared  that  he  and  the  defendant 
held  the  land  together  and  undivided :  the  defendant  i)leaded 
that  they  did  not  hold  it  together;  and  this  was  the  point  of 
the  issue.  Now,  what  was  the  evidence  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant? Why,  that  Jie  and  the  plaintiff  hud  made  partition, 
which  was  in  direct  affirmance  of  his  plea,  that  they  did  Jiot 
hold  together;  because  if  they  held  in  severalty,  they  could 
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not  hold  together.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  below  ought  to  have  been 
received."'  The  principles  thus  announced,  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  the  effect  of  a  parol  partition,  have  been  repeatedly 
reaffirmed  in  the  same  State.'-  In  South  Carolina,  in  a  case 
where  parol  partition  had  not  been  consummated  by  posses- 
sion taken  and  held  in  accordance  therewith,  the  Court  said : 
"There  is  no  doubt,  that  if  actual  possession  had  followed 
the  i3artition,  it  would  have  bound  the  parties."''  In  so  say- 
ing, the  Court  but  confirmed  the  following  intimation  made 
by  Judge  Brevard  many  years  previously  'in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  Constitutional  Court  of  the  same  State:  "A 
parol  agreement  and  partition  was  good  at  common  law. 
And  notwithstanding  the  statute  of  frauds  may,  perhaps,  still 
be  considered  valid,  if  the  line  of  partition  on  the  ground  be 
sufficiently  marked  and  manifested  by  a  correspondent  sep- 
arate and  distinct  possession,  for  a  sufficient  length  oa  time."^ 
In  Virginia, "  between  parceners,  deeds  of  partition,  though 
the  better  practice,  are  not  absolutely  necessary :  they  may 
mark  and  establish  the  dividing  line  between  them,  and 
prove  it  by  any  other  competent  evidence;  and  they  will, 
from  the  time  of  marking  and  establishing  the  line,  be  seized 
in  severalty."''  The  validity  of  a  parol  partition  executed  by 
taking  and  holding  possession  under  it,  seems  to  have  been 
conceded  at  one  time  in  Missouri;**  but  this  decision,  so  far 
as  it  implies  that  such  partition  affects  the  legal  title,  has 
since  been  doubted  in  a  case  presenting  the  following  cir- 
cumstances: B  and  A,  being  tenants  in  common,  made  a 
parol  partition,  and  each  took  possession  of  the  part  thereby 
allotted  to  him.    A  confirmed  the  partition  by  making  a  deed 

'  Ebert  v.  Wood,  1  Binn.  218. 

-  Calhoun  v.  Hays,  8  Watts  &  S.  132;  McMahan  v.  McMahan,  13  Pa.  St.  376;  Rider 
V.  Maul,  4C  Pa.  St.  378;  Maul  v.  Rider,  51  Pa.  St.  377;  McConnell  o.  Carey,  48  Pa.  St. 
349. 

^  Slice  t^  Derrick,  2  Rich.  629. 

*  Haughbaugb  v.  Honald,  3  Brev.  98;  Walker  v.  Bernard,  1  Cam.  &  Norw.  N.  C.  82. 

^  Coles  ('.  Wooding,  2  Pat.  &  H.  197.  •■  Tenants  in  common  who  have  not  perfected 
their  title  by  fifteen  years'  i^ossession,  under  the  wtntute,  may  make  partition  by 
parol,  provided  this  severance  is  accompanied  by  acts  of  possessioH  in  severalty." 
Pomeroy  v.  Taylor,  Brayt.  174.  Parol  partition  piotected  in  Illinois,  Manly  v.  Pet- 
tee,  38  111.  131;  TomHn  v.  Hilyard,  43  111.  .300. 

«  Bompart  v.  Roderman,  24  Mo.  398. 
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to  B;  but  B  never  made  any  conveyance  to  A.  A's  grantee 
brought  his  petition  in  equity,  stating  these  facts,  and  praying 
that  the  partition  might  be  confirmed  by  decreeing  the  legal 
title.  The  Court  in  which  the  petition  was  filed  decided 
that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  dismis- 
sal, in  its  opinion  by  Adams,  Judge,  saying :  '  'Although  it 
is  laid  down  that  a  parol  partition  is  good  as  between  the 
parties,  yet  it  seems  to  me  that  the  equitable  title  only 
passes,  which  by  adverse  possession  may  ripen  into  a  legal 
estate.  In  my  opinion,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  have  this 
parol  partition  confirmed  by  a  decree  vesting  in  him  what- 
ever title  the  defendant  had  in  the  premises."'  In  Ohio,  it 
is  certain  that  if  a  parol  partition  be  consummated  by  pos- 
session and  be  a  fair  division  of  the  common  property,  it 
will  not  be  disturbed  in  equity  after  the  lapse  of  several 
years,  although  some  of  the  parties  were  infants.-  In  Texas, 
a  parol  partition  is  considered  as  valid,  because  there  is  a 
material  difference  between  the  Statute  of  Frauds  of  that 
State  and  the  English  statute.'*  "  The  difference  in  the  two 
statutes  is  shown  to  be  this :  in  our  statute  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing;  the  English  statute  goes 
further,  and  embraces  not  only  a  sale  of  lands,  but  any 
interest  in  or  concernbuj  tlicm.''^ 

'6  399.  Parol  Partition  of  Trust  Estates. — Wliere  an 
estate  is  so  far  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  that  it  may  still  be  created  by  parol,  it  may  also  be 
divided  among  the  co-owners  in  the  same  manner.  In  con- 
sidering the  effect  of  a  parol  partition  made  between  several 
cestuis  que  trust,  Chief  Justice  Parker  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  New  Hampshire  expressed  his  views  upon  this  subject  in 
the  following  clear  and  convincing  language :  ' '  This  is  a  case 
where  the  property  was  held  by  a  trust  arising  by  implication 
of  law,  and  in  its  original  inception  the  trust  is  Avithin  the 
express  exception  of  the  statute.  No  instrument  in  writing 
is  necessary  in  order  to  create  the  trust  estate,  or  to  show  the 

'  Hazcn  v.  Barnott,  50  Mo.  .507. 
^  Piatt  ('.  Hubbol,  .5  Oliio,  215. 
^  Stuart  V.  Baker,  17  Tex.  420. 


g  400  VOLUNTARY    PARTITION.  476 

right  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  And  if  the  existence  of  the  trust 
estate  may  be  shown  by  parol,  because  the  case  is  not  affected 
by  the  statute,  and  the  trust  may  be  enforced  without  writing 
because  never  within  the  statute,  we  see  no  good  reason  for 
holding  that  the  estate  is  within  the  statute  in  other  respects. 
So  long  as  it  exists  as  a  trust,  thus  raised  by  implication  of 
law,  it  exists  with  all  the  incidents  attached  to  such  an  estate 
before  the  statute,  because  of  the  exception.  And  one  of 
these  incidents,  as  we  have  seen,  is  that  partition  may  be 
made  by  parol.  It  would  present  a  singular  state  of  the  law 
were  we  to  hold  that  the  creation  and  continued  existence  of 
the  estate  and  title  might  be  shown  without  any  written  dec- 
laration of  the  trust,  but  that  a  division  of  the  property 
among  those  who  thus  held  it  must  be  proved  by  writing; 
thus  requiring  a  higher  degree  of  evidence  to  show  the  par- 
tition of  the  property  than  was  required  to  show  the  existence 
of  the  title  to  it."' 

g  400.  Parol  Partition  —  Can  it  Transfer  the  Legal 
il«itle? — "In  no  case,  however,  has  a  verbal  partition  been 
held  sufficient  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  ascertain  the 
limits  of  the  respective  possessions;  and  in  a  case  in  New 
York,  where  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  undertook  to  base  his 
title  upon  a  verbal  partition,  though  there  had  been  separate 
holdings  for  twenty-five  years  under  it,  the  Court  held  that  a 
verbal  partition  could  in  no  case  operate  to  pass  title.'"-  We 
think  the  foregoing  quotation,  if  not  contradicted,  is  well 
calculated  to  lead  to  a  misapprehension  of  the  law  upon  this 
subject.  In  those  decisions  which  affirm  the  validity  of  pa- 
rol partitions,  the  whole  tenor  of  the  opinion  of  the  Courts, 
with  one  or  two  exceptions,  is  to  the  effect  that  such  parti- 
tions invest  each  cotenant  with  a  full  perfect  legal  title  to  the 
purparty  allotted  to  him,  and  of  which,  by  virtue  of  such 
allotment,  he  has  taken  and  held  possession.  If  he  is  so 
invested  with  the  legal  title,  no  impediment  exists  to  prevent 
his  maintaining  ejectment  against  any  person  unlawfully  in 
possession.  The  case  in  New  York,  referred  to  in  the  pre- 
ceding quotation,  is  that  of  Jackson  v.  Vosbrugh,  9  Johns. 
270.     An  inspection  of  the  original  report  will  show  how 

'  Dow  I'.  Jewell,  18  N.  H.  354.  -  Browue  on  St.  of  Frauds,  sec.  70. 
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wonderfully  the  case  has  been  misrepresented.  In  the  first 
place,  it  was  not  the  plaintiff  but  the  defendant  who  under- 
took to  avail  himself  of  a  parol  partition.  In  the  second 
-place,  the  validity  of  the  partition  was  denied  solely  on  the 
ground  that  the  parties  never  were  cotenanfs  of  the  property 
in  dispute,  the  Court  holdiug  that  when  one  person  was 
owner  in  severalty,  and  he,  with  others,  made  a  parol  parti- 
tion of  his  property,  on  the  hypothesis  that  they  Avere  tenants 
in  common,  such  parol  partition  did  not  transfer  the  title 
from  the  owner  and  vest  it  in  one  who  never  had  any  interest 
in  it.  The  Court,  therefore,  instead  of  holding  as  repre- 
sented, held  that  ' '  where  the  whole  right  and  title  of  the 
party  setting  up  the  tenancy  in  common  is  denied,  and  in 
fact  abandoned,  the  parol  partition  will  not  operate  to  trans- 
fer title;"'  and  in  what  it  actually  held,  the  case  has  since 
been  approved  in  another  State,^  and  is  certainly  unquestion- 
able as  well  as  unquestioned  law. 

^  401.      The   American    text --writers   have    shewn   a 

decided  preference  for  the  rule  sustained  by  the  English 
authorities,  viz.,  that  a  parol  partition  is  no  longer  capable 
of  destroying  a  cotenancy  although  fully  executed  by  taking 
and  holding  possession  under  it.  In  fact,  some  American 
writers  have  attempted  to  ignore  the  American  decisions  dis- 
senting from  the  English  rule.  Thus,  Mr.  Washburn,  in  his 
work  on  real  property,  declares,  in  general  terms,  that  ' '  no 
parol  partition  can  be  effectual  unless  accompanied  by  deeds 
from  one  cotenant  to  the  other,  inasmuch  as  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  applies  to  such  cases.'""  Mr.  Browne,  in  his  Treatise 
on  the  Statute  of  Frauds,^  after  showing  some  of  the  decisions 
on  both  sides  of  this  question,  announces,  as  his  conclusion, 
that  "the  decided  weight  of  authority  in  the  United  States 
seems  to  favor  the  English  view  of  this  question,  and  to  be 
opposed  to  allowing  a  verbal  partition  to  be  effectual  even  to 
sever  the  possession  of  tenants  in  common."  But  it  is 
scarcely  possible  to  consider  the  decisions  cited  in  jDreceding 
sections,''  without  realizing  that  the  authorities  are  much  more 
evenly  divided  than  Mr.  Browne  supposes  them  to  be;  and 

'  y  Johns.  270.  -  Bompart  t'.  Rodermaii,  21  Mo.  398. 

- 1  WaBhb.  on  Real  Property,  430.  ■•  Sec.  71.  ^  See  sees.  397,  398. 
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whetlier  we  seek  to  determine  the  question  by  numbering  the 
opposing  decisions,  or  by  considering  the  character  and  re- 
spectability of  the  Courts  whence  they  proceeded,  we  shall, 
in  either  case,  be  unable  to  form  any  decided  opinion,  and 
shall  be  convinced  that  if  the  weight  of  the  American  de- 
cisions is  in  consonance  with  those  of  the  English  Courts, 
the  preponderance  is  so  slight  as  to  scarcely  turn  the  scale. 
Where  so  radical  a  difference  of  opinion  exists  in  regard  to 
an  important  legal  proposition,  we  naturally  expect  of  the 
disputants  a  full  statement  of  the  reasons  upon  which  their 
respective  conclusions  are  based.  But,  in  reference  to  the 
question  we  are  now  considering,  it  is  equally  a  matter  of 
surprise  and  of  regret  that  the  Judges  on  both  sides  have 
treated  the  matter  as  too  clear  for  argument,  and  have  found 
it  more  convenient  to  ignore  than  to  refute. 

g  402.  Enforcing  Parol  Partition. — But  whatever  effect 
may  be  conceded  at  law  to  parol  partitions,  we  think  it  quite 
ceii^ain  that,  when  executed  by  taking  possession  thereunder, 
they  will  be  recognized  and  enforced  in  equity,  particularly 
when  such  a  partition  and  the  possession  based  upon  it  have 
been  mutually  acquiesced  in  by  the  parties  for  a  considerable 
period.  "  I  do  admit  a  parol  agreement  of  long  standing,  ac- 
knowledged by  all  the  parties  to  have  been  the  actual  agree- 
ment, and  accordingly  put  in  execution,  will  be  established 
by  this  Court,  where  it  appears  that  the  persons  who  made 
such  agreement  had  a  right  to  contract,  and  I  will  not  at 
fifty-three  years'  distance,  suffer  either  of  the  parties  to  con- 
trovert the  equality  of  the  partition  at  the  time  it  was  made."^ 
It  is  true  that  in  most  of  the  cases  in  which  equity  has  pro- 
tected rights  based  upon  parol  partitions,  possession  had 
been  taken  and  continued  under  such  partition  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  or  one  of  the  parties  acting  upon  his  faith 
in  the  partition  has  made  valuable  improvements  upon  the 
purparty  allotted  to  him.  But  while  either  of  these  circum- 
stances might  justly  be  regarded  as  entitled  to  great  consid- 
eration, we  conceive  that  neither  is  essential  to  warrant  the 

'  Ireland  v.  Rittle,  1  Atk.  542;  Whaley  v.  Dawson,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  367;  Kennedy  v. 
Kennedy,  43  Pa.  St.  417;  Massey  v.  Mcllwain,  2  Hill  Ch.  424;  Pope  v.  Henry,  24  Vt. 
560. 
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interposition  of  the  Court,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  partition,  as  of 
any  other  parol  contract  relating  to  lands,  whenever  it  has 
been  carried  into  execution  by  the  parties.'  "TMiile  the 
legal  title  might  not,  perhaps,  be  considered  as  passing  by  a 
parol  partition,  unless  after  a  possession  sufficiently  long  to 
justify  the  presumption  of  a  deed,  yet  the  parol  partition  fol- 
lowed b}-  a  several  possession,  would  leave  each  cotenant 
seized  of  the  legal  title  to  one-half  of  his  allotment  and  the 
equitable  title  to  the  other  half,  and  by  a  bill  in  chancery  he 
could  compel  from  his  cotenant  a  conveyance  of  the  legal 
title  according  to  the  terms  of  the  partition."^ 

§  403.  By  Grantee  of  Interest  to  be  Located. — Where 
a  specific  quantity  of  land  is  conveyed  to  be  located  at  the 
election  of  the  grantee  within  the  limits  of  a  larger  tract  of 
which  the  lands  granted  are  a  part,  the  grantee,  though  ten- 
ant in  common  with  his  grantor  until  the  selection  is  made, 
becomes,  as  soon  as  he  locates  his  tract,  owner  thereof  in 
severalty.  "  This  location,  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  the  deed  itself,  renders  that  certain  which  was  before  un- 
certain," and  gives  a  good  legal  title  to  the  part  selected. •"' 

§  404.     Parol  partitions,  according  to  the  Mexican  and 

Spanish  law,  were  valid.  But  "in  order  to  uphold  a  parti- 
tion under  the  Spanish  law,  as  well  as  under  the  common 
law,  it  must  satisfactorily  appear  that  there  was  not  only  an 
agreement  to  make  the  partition,  but  that  the  same  was  fully 
executed  and  followed  by  a  several  possession  by  either  the 
parties  themselves  or  their  grantees."^ 

^  405.  Partition  of  Lands  of  Proprietaries. — The  pro- 
prietaries which  existed  at  an  early  day  in  the  New  England 
States,  and  under  which  large  tracts  of  land  were  acquired 
and  held,  in  undivided  interests,  by  grants  from  the  State, 
seem  to  have  exercised  many  of  the  powers  now  exercised 
only  by  corporate  bodies,  and,  in  the  general  management 

'  Goodhue  r.  liarnwell,  Rico  Eq.  230;  Ilii/xn  v.  Burnett,  50  Mo.  .WT. 
^  Tomlin  r.  Hilyard,  43  111.  302. 

'  C'orbin  v.  Jacloion,  14  Wend.  025;  Ja<;ksoii  r.  Liviiigntoii,  7  lb.  130. 
•*  Loug  1'.  DoUarbidi-.  21  Cal.  222;   EliaH  v.  Vtidugo.  27  Cal.  425;   Lyuch  t'.  Baxter, 
4  Tfx.  431. 
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and  disposition  of  their  lands,  to  have  been  exempt  from 
most  of  the  rules  applicable  to  ordinary  tenancies  in  common. 
In  order  to  perfect  a  partition  of  their  lands,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  any  deed  or  other  written  instrument  should  be 
made,  nor  that  the  partition  should  be  consummated  by  a 
corresponding  possession  in  severalty.  At  a  meeting  of  the 
proprietors,  the  interest  of  any  one  of  their  number  might, 
by  a  vote,  be  set  off  to  him  in  severalty.  His  title  to  the 
tract  allotted  became  thereby  as  perfect  as  though  based 
upon  a  conveyance  from  all  his  co-proprietors.^ 

g  406.     Partition  by  Mutual  Conveyances.— The  most 

usual  manner  of  accomplishing  a  voluntary  partition  of  lands 

is  by  means  of  conveyances  or  releases  between  the  cotenants. 

The  forms  of  conveyance  appropriate  to  the  different  species 

of  cotenancy  have  been  treated  in  a  previous  chapter.     In 

this  country,  the  most  common  mode  of  effecting  partition 

by  conveyances  is  for  each  cotenant  to  take  a  conveyance  from 

all  the  others  of  the  lands  which  have  been  previously  agreed 

upon  as  his  purparty.     But  in  England,  it  is  said  that  "by 

far  the  more  usual  and  convenient  mode  of  making  partition, 

whether  by  coparcenary,  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common, 

is  for  all  the  cotenants  to  join  in  conveying  the  entirety  of  the 

estate  to  be  divided  to  a  trustee  and  his  heirs,  and  on  this 

seisin  to  limit  the  use  of  each  particular  allotment  to  the 

party  for  whom  it  was  intended.     By  this  arrangement,  the 

parties  may,  if  they  wish  it,  have  their  allotments  limited  to 

a  different  set  of  uses  from  those  to  which  their  undivided 

shares  stood  subject.     It  is  obvious,  however,  that  this  mode 

can  only  be  resorted  to  where  the  lands  are  held  by  such  a 

tenure  as  will  admit  of  their  being  conveyed  to  uses  by  force 

of   the  statute:  therefore,  in  the  case  of  joint-tenants  and 

tenants  in  common  of  a  term  of  years,  the  analogous  and 

equivalent  mode  of  assignment  and  reassignment  should  be 

adopted.  "2    When  the  partition  is  effected  by  mutual  deeds 

between  the  cotenants,  all  these  deeds  "must  be  taken  and 

'  Colbiim  V.  EUenwood,  4  N.  H.  99;  Atkinson  v.  Bemis,  11  N.  H.  47;  Corbett  v. 
Norcross,  35  N.  H.  114;  Adams  v.  Frothingham,  3  Mass.  352;  Springfield  v.  MiUer,  12 
Mass.  415;  Folger  v.  Mitchell,  3  Pick.  399. 

^  AUnatt  on  Part.  131-2. 
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construed  together  as  one  instrument,  in  the  liglit  of  all  the 
surrounding  circumstances  to  -which  they  obviously  and 
directly  jjoint;  for  by  such  circumstances,  not  only  the 
parties  to  the  deeds,  but  all  persons  claiming  under  them, 
are  bound,  it  being  a  general  rule  of  law  and  of  equity,  that 
'  when  a  purchaser  cannot  make  out  a  title  but  by  a  deed 
which  leads  him  to  another  fact,  he  shall  be  presumed  to 
have  knowledge  of  that  fact.'  "'  If  mutual  deeds  of  partition 
be  made  to  the  husbands  of  two  tenants  in  common,  the 
estates  thereby  acquired  by  the  husbands  are  held  in  trust 
for  the  wives;  and  if  the  deeds  appear,  on  their  face,  to  be 
deeds  of  partition,  no  doubt  a  vendee  of  one  of  the  husbands 
would,  by  force  of  the  notice  given  by  the  deeds  through 
which  he  must  claim,  be  charged  with  notice  of  the  wife's 
equity.^ 

g  407.  Partition  by  Separate  Conveyances  to  Stran- 
gers.— According  to  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
"Wisconsin,  two  cotenants  may  produce  a  partition  of  their 
lands  by  virtue  of  separate  conveyances  made  by  them  to 
third  persons:  as  if  A,  being  one  of  the  cotenants,  convey 
the  north  half  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy  to  C,  by  a  con- 
veyance purporting  to  transfer  an  estate  in  severalty;  and  B, 
being  the  other  cotenant,  by  a  similar  conveyance,  afterwards 
convey  the  south  half  of  the  lands  to  D.  "  Where  there  are 
two  tenants  in  common,  each  owning  an  undivided  half  of  the 
lands,  neither  can  make  a  partition  which  will  be  binding  on 
the  other,  by  assuming  to  convey  either  half  specifically. 
But  if  one  does  so  convey,  we  think  the  other  would  be  at 
liberty  to  acquiesce,  and  to  accept  the  remaining  half.  And 
if  he  should  do  so,  by  conveying  that  specifically,  the  tAvo 
conveyances  Avould  operate  as  a  complete  and  binding  iiarti- 
tion."^  We  doubt  the  correctness  of  this  decision,  unless  it 
can  be  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  a  parol  partition  is 
valid,  and  that  the  two  conveyances  taken  together  constitute 
sufficient  evidence  of  an  agreement  for  partition  between  the 
cotenants.  If  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  applicable  to  a  parti- 
tion executed  by  taking  possession  in  accordance  with  it,  then 

'  NorriH  V.  Hill.  1  Mich.  205.  '  Weeks  r.  llaaH,  !i  Wiitts  &  S.  521. 

'  Eaton  V.  Tallraadge,  24  Wia.  223. 

c.  &  p.— yi 


g  408  VOLUNTARY    PARTITION.  482 

we  cannot  conceive  how  the  interest  of  either  of  the  cotenants 
can  be  transferred  from  him  and  vested  in  another,  except  by 
a  conveyance  to  which  he  is  grantor,  and  by  which  he  assumes 
to  invest  some  one  with  title  as  his  grantee.  In  the  case 
decided  in  Wisconsin,  it  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  prop- 
erty remained  in  moieties  until  the  conveyance  from  B  to  D. 
In  order  to  accomplish  the  effect  assigned  to  it  by  the  Court, 
it  Was  necessary  for  that  deed  to  dispose  of  the  interest  of  A, 
who  was  not  a  party  as  grantor,  and  to  invest  an  interest  in 
C,  who  was  not  named  as  a  grantee.  In  addition  to  its  opera- 
tion for  and  against  parties  not  named  nor  referred  to  there- 
in, it  was  uecessaiy  for  the  provisions  of  this  deed  to  be  ex- 
tended to  property  not  embraced  within  any  description  to 
bo  found  therein.  In  giving  the  deed  so  unusual  an  interpre- 
tation, the  Court  probably  sought  and  attained  substantial 
justice  between  the  parties  in  interest,  and  in  so  doing,  over- 
looked and  ignored  relevant  and  well  defined  rules  of  law. 
The  same  question  has  been  examined  and  decided  in  Maine, 
in  a  case  wherein  it  appeared  thfit  two  cotenants  made  a  parol 
partition,  took  and  held  possession  thereunder  many  years, 
and  each  conveyed  his  purparty  to  a  sti'anger  to  the  cotenancy. 
The  Court  held  that  neither  cotenant  "  could  invest  the  other 
with  a  separate  title  to  a  portion  of  the  tract,  without  the 
formality  of  a  deed;"  and  that  each  could  therefore  avoid  the 
conveyance  of  the  other,  and  enforce  a  partition  of  the  prop- 
erty-' 

^  408.  Presumption  of  Voluntary  Partition. — Whether 
we  regard  a  voluntary  partition  as  capable  of  being  consum- 
mated by  virtue  of  possession  taken  in  pursuance  of  a  parol 
agreement  for  the  division  of  lands,  or  whether  we  regard 
such  partition  as  inchoate  until  confirmed  by  conveyances 
duly  executed  iu  pursuance  thereof,  it  may,  upon  either 
hypothesis,  be  occasionally  established  by  parol  evidence, 
which,  though  not  directly  proving  the  partition,  may  be  of 
Buch  a  character  as  to  produce  the  conviction  that  a  partition 
has  been  made.  Thus,  if  the  cotenants  had  for  a  long  period 
of  time  each  occupied  a  distinct  part  of  the  lands  of  the  co- 

'  Duncan  v.  Sylvester..  16  Me.  390. 
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tenancy,  apparently  exercising  the  rights  of  sole  ownership, 
and  being  recognized  by  his  companions  in  interest  as  en- 
titled to  possession  in  severalty,  these  facts  might  properly 
be  submitted  to  a  jury  as  evidence  tending  to  prove  an  ante- 
cedent partition,  and  the  jury  Avould  be  justified  in  finding 
either  Avay,  according  to  the  impression  ^hich  the  evidence 
happened  to  produce  on  their  minds.'  «So,  it  has  been  held 
that  if  one  cotenant  owns  two-thirds,  and  the  other  one-third, 
of  three  lots  of  land,  the  fact  that  the  former  conveyed  two 
of  these  lots  by  conveyances  purporting  to  transfer  the  same 
in  severalty,  might  be  submitted  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  a 
previous  partition." 

^  40'J.  Warranty — none  arising  from  Voluntary  Parti- 
tion.— iWe  .shall  hereafter  show,  in  treating  of  compulsory 
partition,  that,  by  the  common  law,  every  coj)arcener,  in  case 
of  her  eviction  by  title  paramount  from  her  purparty,  had  the 
right  to  call  upon  the  other  cotenants  to  make  up  the  amount 
lost  by  the  paramount  title,  or  to  contribute  pro  rata  accord- 
ing to  the  extent  of  the  loss;  or  the  cotenant  so  evicted  might 
reenter  upon  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  and  thus  avoid  the 
previous  partition.  It  is  supposed  that  this  right  was  ac- 
corded to  coparceners  because  the}-  were  by  law  compellable 
to  make  partition.  If  the  part  allotted  to  either  coparcener, 
and  which  she  could  not  avoid  accepting,  were  to  be  taken 
from  her  by  a  superior  title,  and  she  be  without  redress  from 
her  coparceners,  it  would  follow  that  the  writ  of  partition 
had  operated  to  the  extent  of  casting  upon  her  the  whole 
burden  of  the  paramount  claim. ^  When  by  statute  the  right 
to  compel  partition  was  extended  to  joint-tenants  and  to  ten- 
ants in  common,  it  was  thought  proper  to  accompany  this 
right  with  means  of  redress  in  case  of  failure  of  title  to  any 
part  of  the  lauds  allotted,  as  had  before  been  accorded  to 
jjarceners.  But  ui)on  a  voluntarj'  partition,  by  whatever 
method  effected,  the  reason  usually  assigned  for  allowing 
each  cotenant  to  recover  of  the  others  on  account  of  his  evic- 

'  Alii'  I .  ('(jriiwiill.  ;;  Xoiir.  'M);  Walker  c.  Frazicr,  2  lUdi.  Ei].  Ill;  Liviiig;itou  t'. 
K<;ldi:iiii,  1  Baili.  ')'.yi\  GUkspic  f.  Jolmsoii.  Wri;^lit,  '232;  Toinliii  i'.  Hilyurd,  43  III, 
:i02;  Vuniy  r.  IJourdol'  TruHtees,  59  111.  1!)1. 

-■  Slade  ('.  (irceiK  Taylor,  N.  C.  111. 

■•  l{a\vl<-.  Oil  CNjvoiiantH  lor  Title,  474-5;  Co.  Litt.  305  b;  Litt.  see.  202, 
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tion  from  the  whole  or  any  part  of  his  allotment,  does  not 
exist.  And  where  the  reason  does  not  exist,  it  has  been  very 
logically  insisted  that  the  rule  ought  not  to  be  applied.^  In 
one  instance,  two  cotenants,  Smith  and  Houston,  effected 
their  partition  by  mutual  deeds  of  bargain,  sale,  and  release, 
each  purporting  to  be  for  a  consideration  in  money.  Subse- 
quently, it  was  ascertained  that  the  title  of  Houston  was 
worthless.  In  the  meantime,  both  Smith  and  Houston  had 
conveyed  their  interests  acquired  by  virtue  of  the  partition. 
This  partition  having  been  declared  void  because  one  of  the 
parties  to  it  had  no  title,  a  question  arose  in  regard  to  the 
relative  claims  and  rights  of  the  grantees  of  Houston  and  the 
grantees  of  Smith.  The  grantees  of  Houston  insisted  that 
the  deeds  referred  to  did  not  operate  as  a  "  simple  extin- 
guishment of  interest,  like  a  deed  of  partition  or  a  mere  re- 
lease, but  a  positive,  affirmative  conveyance,  by  which  Smith 
sold  a  part  of  his  land  to  Houston,  and  Houston  sold  a  part 
of  his  land  to  Smith;  so  that  each  purchaser  from  Houston 
may  trace  a  part  of  his  title  to  Smith,  and  each  purchaser 
from  Smith  can  trace  a  part  of  his  title  to  Houston;  and, 
consequently,  the  condition  of  each  purchaser,  deriving  his 
title  from  the  same  source,  is  equally  meritorious."  But  to 
this  line  of  argument  the  Supreme  Court  replied  as  follows: 
"  We  cannot  admit  this  to  be  the  true  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion. The  parties  did  not  intend  to  acquire  new  rights,  but 
to  regulate  the  manner  in  which  subsisting  rights  were  to  be 
enjoyed.  Smith  did  not  contemplate  acquiring  any  title  from 
Houston,  nor  to  communicate  any  of  his  own,  nor  to  share 
with  Houston,  nor  with  Houston'^  grantees,  the  benefit  of 
warranties  from  his  own  grantors.  But  a  simple  partition, 
by  release,  was  all  the  parties  meant,  as  they  specified  in  the 
recital,  and  no  one  is  liable  to  be  mislead  by  the  nominal 
money  consideration,  or  by  the  use  of  the  words  '  bargain 
and  sale'  in  this  connection.  The  parties  to  these  deeds  lost 
nothing  and  acquired  nothing,  except  defined  boundaries  to 
the  land  which  they  previously  held  in  common.  The  pur- 
chasers from  Houston,  therefore,  are  not  authorized  to  rely 

'  Eawle  on  Covenants,  476;  Morrice's  Case,  Coke,  712  h;  Weiser  v.  Weiser,  5  Watts, 
280;  Picot  v.  Page,  26  Mo.  422. 
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upon  this  act  as  anything  except  a  partition — defining  bound- 
aries, but  confen-ing  no  title.  They  derive  from  Houston 
alone,  and  must  be  content  with  rights  subordinate  to  such 
equities  as  the  pm-chasers  from  Smith  may  exact."'  In  New 
York,  a  parol  partition  of  the  interests  of  several  coheirs  can 
only  give  to  each  the  rights  and  interests,  either  vested  or 
contingent,  which  the  others  then  have  in  the  lands  set  off  in 
severalty.  If  one  of  the  parties  to  such  partition  subse- 
quently acquires  an  additional  interest  as  heir  to  one  of  his 
children,  such  interest  does  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
other  cotenants.  The  subsequently  acquired  interest  is  not 
affected  by  the  previous  partition,  because  it  was  not  then  a 
vested  or  contingent  interest,  but  a  mere  chance  of  succeed- 
ing to  the  same  as  heir-at-law — a  mere  possibility,  unaccom- 
panied by  any  interest  whatever  in  the  premises. - 

''i  410.  Warranty  implied  in  some  of  the  States. — Some 
of  the  American  cases  ignore  the  distinction  mentioned  in 
the  preceding  section  as  existing  between  volimtary  and  com- 
pulsory partitions;^  and  at  least  concede  to  the  former  such 
an  implied  warranty  as  will  estop  each  of  the  cotenants  from 
denying  the  validity  of  the  common  title.  In  Kentucky,  it 
has  been  said  that  by  "a  deed  of  partition  where  there  is  no 
express  warranty,  the  parties  are  bound,  in  case  of  eviction 
of  either  from  his  share,  to  restore  a  part  of  the  residue  of 
the  estate."^  In  California,  a  deed  of  partition  was  executed 
by  a  large  number  of  persons,  in  which  they  appointed  com- 
missioners to  make  a  partition  of  lands  according  to  terms 
contained  in  the  deed.  These  commissioners  were  to  make  a 
report  of  their  partition,  and  accompany  it  with  a  map  show- 
infT  the  different  parts  allotted  to  each  cotenant.  Upon  the 
filing  of  the  map  for  record,  the  deed  was  to  take  eftect. 
Subsequently,  one  of  the  parties  to  this  deed  resisted  an 
action  of  ejectment  brought  against  him  to  recover  a  tract 
which  the  commissioners  had  allotted  to  another  of  the  co- 
tenants.  The  plaintiff,  at  tlio  trial,  rested  upon  the  deed  of 
partition  without  offering  any  other  evidence  of  title,  cou- 

'  DawBOii  V.  Lawrnncti,  13  Ohio,  MG. 

'^  Carpenter  v.  BcLcrmcrhoin,  2  liarb.  Cb.  ^22. 

^  MorriH  v.  llurrw,  !)  Gill,  20. 

*  llogcTH  I'.  Turk y,  4  Bibb,  350. 
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tending  that  the  deed  was  a  ' '  confession  of  titles  which  the 
parties  to  it  cannot  contradict."  The  defendant  offered  to 
show  that  he  was  in  possession  previous  to  the  deed,  by  way 
of  proving  superior  title  in  himself;  but  his  offer  was  rejected 
by  the  Court,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  estopped  by  the 
deed.  On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  "apprehended  that 
when  parties  go  into  a  partition  of  property  upon  certain 
terms  and  conditions,  eacli  to  receive  a  several  portion  of  a 
common  estate,  the  instrument  of  partition,  founded  upon 
mutual  releases,  itself  is  such  affirmation  of  interest  and  title 
on  the  part  of  each,  as  to  estop  him  to  deny  that  he  did  have 
interest  and  ownership  in  the  premises;  and  the  release  and 
conveyance  of  his  interest  to  his  parceners  is  evidence  of  title 
ill  his  grantees  which  he  cannot  dispute.  He  takes,  by  virtue 
of  the  deed,  all  llieir  interest,  and  cannot  be  allowed  to  say 
that  he  holds  possession  by  title  paramount  to  that  which  he 
conveyed."'  In  those  States  where  a  covenant  of  warranty 
is,  in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  implied 
from  a  voluntary  partition,  a  covenant  inserted  in  his  deed 
by  which  the  cotenant  warrants  against  all  persons  claiming 
through  or  under  him,  or  warrants  against  any  specified  claim 
or  interest,  is  understood  to  displace  the  implied  covenant  of 
warranty,  and  to  restrict  the  grantee's  remedy  to  the  express 
covenants  contained  in  the  deed.' 

l  411.  Effect  on  Wife's  Right  to  Dower. — When  the  in- 
terest which  a  married  woman  has  in  the  lands  of  a  cotenancy 
is  not  that  of  a  cotenant,  but  only  a  right  of  dower  arising 
from  the  fact  that  her  husband  is  a  cotenant,  his  power  to 
affect  her  rights  by  a  voluntary  partition  is  greater  than  iji  the 
case  where  she  has  title  as  owner  of  one  of  the  moieties.  If 
her  husband  be  a  joint-tenant,  he  has  not  such  a  seisin  that 
she  can  acquire  any  right  to  dower,  unless  the  joint-tenancy 
should  be  in  some  manner  converted  into  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon. If  the  joint-tenants  partition  their  property,  the  hus- 
band thereby  acquires  a  sole  seisin  of  the  part  allotted  to  him, 
and  the  wife's  right  to  dower  immediately  attaches  to  such  al- 
lotment; but  she  has  no  right  to  dower  in  any  other  part  of 

'  Ttwksbun-  i\  Provizzo.  12  Cal.  25. 

-•  Moiris  1).  karris,  i)  Gill.  26;  Rogers  i'.  Turlev,  4  Bibb,  356. 
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the  lands  of  the  joint-tenancy.  But  if  the  husband's  intei-est 
be  that  of  a  parcener  or  tenant  in  common,  tlio  right  of  the 
wife  to  dower  does  not  depend  on  the  making  of  ;i  ])artition 
of  the  premises — it  exists  antecedent  to  such  partition.'  But 
it  is  not  paramount  to  the  right  of  the  coteuants  of  her  hus- 
band to  compel  a  partition,  nor  does  it  interfere  with  or  in 
any  respect  impair  his  authority  to  make  a  valid  partition  by 
deed  or  agreement.  As  the  husband  is  compellable  by  legal 
proceedings  to  make  partition  with  his  cotenants,  it  is  uni- 
versally conceded  that  he  may  do  voluntarily  that  which  the 
law  will  otherM'ise  oblige  him  to  do.  Whenever,  therefore, 
the  husband  perfects  a  voluntary  partition,  the  dower  interest 
of  his  wife  is  thereby  removed  from  the  purparties  of  the 
other  cotenants,  and  confined  to  the  purparty  of  the  husband." 
Femes  covert  seeking  to  assert  dower  rights  "will  be  restricted, 
both  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  the  allotments  of  their  hus- 
bands, and  vnW  be  estopped  from  seeking  to  have  dower  as- 
signed on  undivided  shares  of  other  parcels.  By  confining 
them  to  the  equal  shares  which  their  husbands  take  in  the 
partition,  they  have  all  the  dower  the  law  gives  them."'  A 
voluntary  partition  is  allowed  to  operate  upon  inchoate  rights 
of  dower,  because  these  rights  are  not  thereby  destroyed  or 
impaired,  but  affected  substantially  in  the  same  manner  that 
the  estates  of  the  husbands  are  affected — an  undivided  in- 
terest in  the  Avhole  property  becomes  a  several  interest  in  a 
specified  parcel.  Whenever  the  husband  exercises  liis  power 
of  making  voluntary  partition,  for  the  purpose  of  destroying 
the  wife's  rights,  or  of  accomplishing  a  fraud  upon  her,  he  is 
not  acting  as  the  law  w^ould  compel  him  to  act,  and  the  reason 
for  holding  the  wife  bound  by  his  partition  fails.''  Hence,  if 
he  makes  partition,  taking  the  smaller  and  less  valuable  pur- 
party, and  receiving  a  compensation  for  so  doing,  the  wife's 
right  to  have  her  dower  assigned  at  his  death  will  not  b(i  re- 
stricted to  the  lesser  purparty.'     It  seems  that  the  i-ight  of  a 


'  KtM;  sec.  106. 

-  Potter  I'.  Wheeler,  Vi  Muhs.  ."jOC;  Lloyd  ».  Conover,  1  Dutch.  51;  WilkiiiHou  v. 
rariwh,  .3  Taign,  (J.jS;  .Tackson  i\  Edwards,  22  Wend.  512;  Lee  u.  Lindell,  22  Mo.  202. 
'  Totten  IK  Stuy>'<  sunt.  .1  E<1.  Ch.  503. 
'  Potter  1).  Wheeler,  Vi  Mass.  50C. 
'■>  Moeher  r.  Mother,  !J2  Mf.  414. 
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husband  by  a  voluntary  partition  to  prescribe  limits  to  the 
wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  does  not  vest  in  his  grantee. 
Hence,  where  a  husband,  being  a  cotenant,  conveyed  his 
moiety  by  a  deed  in  which  the  wife  did  not  join,  and  the 
grantee  with  the  other  cotenants  caused  the  tract  to  be  segre- 
gated into  lots,  and  thereafter  partitioned  it  among  them- 
selves, it  was  held  that  the  wife,  on  the  decease  of  her  hus- 
band, was  entitled  to  have  her  dower  assigned  out  of  the  loliole 
tract,  and  that  she  could  not  be  compelled  to  confine  her  claim 
to  the  lots  which  had  been  set  off  in  severalty  to  her  hus- 
band's grantee.^ 

g  412.  Effect  on  Femes  Covert. — The  property  proposed 
to  be  made  the  subject  of  a  voluntary  partition  may  be  owned 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  persons  laboring  under  some  disabil- 
ity, such  as  coverture,  lunacy,  or  infancy.  In  either  of  these 
cases,  it  is  important  to  determine  whether  the  person  or 
persons  subject  to  some  one  of  these  disabilities  may  make 
a  valid  partition;  and  if  so,  by  what  means  it  is  to  be  accom- 
plished. A  married  woman  may  be  interested  in  the  lands 
of  the  cotenancy  directly,  as  when  she  is  one  of  the  coten- 
ants, or  more  remotely,  as  when  her  husband  is  a  tenant  in 
common  or  parcener,  and  she  is,  on  that  account,  entitled 
upon  his  death  to  have  her  dower  assigned  out  of  his  moiety. 
Where  a  wife  Avas  the  cotenant  whose  interests  were  to  be 
affected,  it  has  never  been  possible  to  permanently  prejudice 
her  rights  by  a  partition  to  which  she  did  not  give  her  assent. 
If  the  partition  be  sought  to  be  consummated  by  mutual  con- 
veyances, or  by  a  single  conveyance,  no  doubt  the  interests 
of  every  cotenant  then  subject  to  the  disabilities  of  coverture 
can  only  be  bound  by  her  executing  the  conveyance  which 
purports  to  dispose  of  her  moiety,  and  that  such  execution 
must  be  made  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law  for  the  convey- 
ance of  her  real  estate  to  third  persons.  But  while  a  deed 
intended  to  transfer  the  jnoiety  of  a  feme  covert  ought  to  be 
executed  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  formality  as 
a  conveyance  of  her  separate  estate,  it  must  not  be  forgotten 
that,  in  many  of  the  States,  parol  partitions  are  recognized 

»  Rank  v.  Hanna,  6  Ind.  20. 
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and  protected,  and  that  a  deed  of  partition,  though  insuffi- 
cient of  itself  to  consummate  a  partition,  may,  taken  with 
other  evidence,  establish  such  a  jjarol  partition  as  the 
Courts  will  not  permit  to  be  disturbed,  unless  it  was 
clearly  unequal  when  made.  With  respect  to  parol  par- 
titions between  copai'ceners,  the  law,  as  thus  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Allnatt,  is  fully  supported  by  the  common  law  au- 
thorities: "If  parceners,  seized  in  fee  simple,  marry,  and 
they  and  their  husbands  make  an  equal  and  fair  partition  in 
value,  it  will  be  binding  on  the  wives  and  their  heu's;  and 
the  reason  of  this  is,  because  the  husbands  and  wives  are 
compellable  at  common  law  to  make  partition;  and  that 
which  they  are  compellable  to  do  in  this  case  by  law  they 
may  do  by  agreements  without  process  of  law.  But  it  is 
expressly  stated  that  the  wife  must  be  a  party  to  the  parti- 
tion. So  a  parcener  and  her  husband  may  grant  a  rent  for 
equality  of  partition  out  of  her  part ;  and  the  partition  being 
equal,  it  shall  charge  such  part  forever.  But  if  the  partition 
be  unequal,  though  it  shall  be  good  during  the  lives  of  the 
husbands,  yet  the  woman  who  has  the  lesser  part  may  defeat 
the  partition,  by  entry  after  her  husband's  death.  In  this 
case,  the  partition  is  not  actually  void,  but  voidable;  for  if, 
after  the  husband's  decease,  the  wife  enters  into  the  unequal 
part,  and  agi'ees  to  it,  this  shall  bind  her.  And  it  may  be 
observed  that  when  a  partition  is  defeated  for  inequality,  it 
shall  not  be  defeated  for  the  sui-plusage  only,  but  in  loto. 
And  with  respect  to  the  necessity  of  equality  of  division,  the 
partition  by  agreement  differs  from  that  by  writ.  If  the  an- 
nual value  of  the  pui-parties  is  equal  at  the  time  of  the  parti- 
t-on,  and  aftei-wards  becomes  unequal  by  any  matter  subse- 
quent, as  by  surrounding,  ill  husbandry,  &c.,  yet  the  parti- 
tion remains  good."'  Mr.  Allnatt  further  remarks  that  "  in 
all  cases  in  which  a  partition  is  intended  to  bo  made  by  hus- 
bands and  wives,  of  the  wives'  lands,  though  they  are  seized 
as  parceners,  it  seems  advisable  to  make  them  join  in  levying 
a  line,  that  all  (juestions  in  regard  to  the  fairness,  kc,  of  the 

'  iUluatt  ou  Partition,  'i\  to  2:5;  Mcilahaii  c  MuMaliaii,  13  Puuu.  St.  38U;  liitt.  hoc. 
257,  25C;  .Jones' Devisees  v.  Carter,  4  Hen.  k  M.  190;  Co.  Litt.  171  </.  171  l>.  1C9 '». 
lC(i'((;  Vin.  Ab.  Partition  (E):  Wotherill  ».  Mecke,  Uriflilley'ri  Reports.  140. 
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division  may  be  avoided.    And,  if  Joint  tenants  or  tenants  in 
common,  their  concurrence  is  indispensable."' 

^  413.     Between  Husband  and  Wife. — If  a  husband  and 
vnie  be  cotenants  with  each  other,  they  cannot  in  a  direct 
manner   make  a  vokmtary  partition,  though  we   apprehend 
they  would  have  no  difficulty  in  doing  so  by  the  aid  of  cir- 
cumlocutory conveyances.     In  a  case  arising  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  all  the  persons  interested  in  a  large  tract  of  land 
executed  a  deed  of  partition,  in  which  they  mutually  released 
to  one  another  certain  tracts  to  be  held  in  severalty  according 
to  previous  agreement.     Among  these  persons  were  Joseph 
Pratte  and  Marie  his  Avife,  both  of  whom  were  cotenants  in 
the  tract,  and  to  whom,  by  this  deed  of  partition,  distinct 
lots  of  land  were  severally  assigned.     The  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  subsequently  held  that  this  partition  did  not  ter- 
minate the  cotenancy  of  the  husband  and  wile  in  the  lots  so 
assigned  them,  because  "they  could  not  mutually  release  to 
each  other  their  respective  interests  in  the  lots  by  a  deed  of 
partition,  which  was  executed  between  them  and  the  other 
parties  in  interest.     According  to  the  principles  of  our  law, 
this  could  not  be  done.     The  legal  unity  of  husband  and 
wife  prevents  this.'"'    We  think  that  a  husband  and  Avife,  de- 
sirous ot  partitioning  lands  of  which  they  are  cotenants,  can 
do  so  by  jointly  conveying  the  lands  to  a  third  person,  and 
procuring  him  to  reconvey  a  distinct  parcel  to  each  to  hold  in 
severalty.     On  the  other  hand,  in  Yiner's  Abridgement,  it  is 
stated  that  ' '  partition  between  husband  and  wife  of  lands,  if  it 
be  equal,  shall  bind  the  makers,  because  they  are  compellable 
to  make  partition;  but  secus  of  an  use  because  they  are  not 
compellable."" 

§  414.  Infancy. — According  to  Littleton:  "If  two  co- 
parceners be,  and  the  youngest  being  within  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  partition  is  made  between  them,  so  as  the 
part  which  is  allotted  to  the  youngest  is  of  lesse  value  than 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  27. 
-  FrissoU  V.  Rozicr,  19  Mo.  il8. 

J  Yin.  Ab.  Tit.  Partition,  (D.  sub  13,)  citing  Ai-g.  2  Le.  25;  Pafch.  30  Eliz.  B.  R.  in 
case  of  Ross  v.  Morris. 
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the  part  of  the  other,  in  this  case  the  5-oiingest,  during  the 
time  of  her  nonage,  and  also  when  she  cometh  of  full  age, 
soil,  of  21  yeares,  may  enter  into  the  part  allotted  to  her  sister 
and  defeat  the  partition.     But  let  such  parcener  take  heed 
when  she  comes  of  her  full  age,  that  she  taketh  not  to  her 
o^vne  use  all  the  profits  of  the  lands  or  tenements  Avhich  were 
allotted  unto  her;   for  then  she  agrees  to  such  partition  at 
such  age,  in  which  ease  the  partition  shall  remain  in  force. 
But  peradventure  she  maj  take  the  profits  of  the  moitie, 
leaving  the  profits  of  the  other  moietie  to  her  sister. " '    Lord 
Coke  comments  upon  this  section  as  follows:  "As  before  in 
the  case  of  the  fem  covert,  so  it  is  in  the  case  of  the  enfant; 
for  if  the  partition  be  equall  at  the  time  of  the  allotment,  it 
shall  bind  him  forever,  because  he  is  compellable  by  law  to 
make  partition,  and  he  shall  not  have  his  age  in  a  partitione 
facienda;  and  though  the  partition  be  unequal,  and  the  infant 
hath  the  lesser  part,  yet  is  not  the  partition  void  but  void- 
able by  his  entry;  for  if  he  take  the  whole  profits  of  the  un- 
equall  part  after  his  full  age,  the  partition  is  good  forever."- 
In  a  case  decided  in  New  Brunswick,  A,  B,  and  C  were  ten- 
ants in  common.     In  1810,  while  A  was  a  minor,  her  father, 
acting  in  her  behalf,  made  partition  with  B  and  C.     Four 
years  later,  but  before  attaining  her  majority,  A  married. 
Thereafter  her  husband  occupied  the  portion  allotted  to  her, 
until  his  death  in  1842.     In  1848,  she  sought  to  avoid  the 
pai-tition.     Whereupon,  it  was  determined  that   she  had  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  removal  of  her  disability  of  cover- 
ture to  object  to  the  partition;   but  that  six  years  was  such 
an  unreasonable  delay  as  estopped  her  from  making  an  ob- 
jection which  she  might  have  made  at  once  upon  the  decease 
of  her  husband."     "A  prochebi  ami  may  make  piirtition  <m 
behalf  of  an  infant  parcener,  and  it  will  bind  the  infant,  if 
equal,  for  the  procheut  ami  is  appointed  by  law  to  take  care 
of   the  inheritance  of   the  infant;   and  this  sepanition   and 
division  of  his  part  from  what  belongs  to  another  is  so  far 

'  Litt.  sec.  258. 

^  Co.  Litt.  171  a;  Allnutt  on  Partition,  27;  Vin.  Ab.  Tit.  rartiiion  (A,  Ir,  Hcmmieh 
V.  High,  2  WatU,  ir/J;  Calhoun  v.  IlayH,  H  W.  &  S.  i:{2;  liavingtou  «.  Clnrkf.  7  Pen- 
rose &  W.  115;  Darlington's  Appropriation,  13  Ponn.  St.  130. 

■>  Doc  (1.  Estabrooks  o.  Harris,  2  Allen,  N.  B.  42. 
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from  being  a  prejudice  to  the  infant,  that  it  is  really  for  his 
benefit  and  advantage."' 

g  415.  Effect  on  Lien  Holders. — We  have  seen  that 
voluntary  partitions  made  by  or  on  behalf  infants,  and  femes 
covert,  will  be  treated  as  binding  and  valid  where  they  were 
equal  at  the  time  they  were  made,  and  were,  in  their  incep- 
tion and  consummation,  free  from  all  taint  of  fraud.  The 
theory  upon  which  such  partitions  are  enforced  is  that  the 
interests  of  the  cotenants  are  always  best  promoted  by  an 
occupation  in  severalty;  and  therefore  that  all  honest  and  fair 
agreements,  having  a  direct  tendency  to  authorize  such  occu- 
pation, ought  to  be  sustained.  These  parties,  though  under 
disability,  may  be  compelled  to  make  partition;  and  whatever 
the  law  will  compel  them  to  do,  it  ought  to  allow  to  be  done 
without  compulsion.  It  may  happen  that  the  moiety  of  one 
of  the  cotenants  is  subject  to  a  judgment,  mortgage,  or  other 
lien.  In  such  case,  what  effect  will  the  voluntary  partition 
have  on  the  lien-holder?  The  question  has  not  received  much 
consideration;  but,  so  far  as  considered,  the  answer  has  been, 
that  an  equal  and  honest  partition  will  bind  him,  and  wiU 
convert  his  lien  from  a  charge  against  an  undivided  moiety  of 
the  whole  to  a  charge  against  the  whole  of  the  tract  which 
has  been  taken  in  lieu  of  the  moiety.^ 

§  416.  Interests  in  Reversion  or  Remainder. — A  volun- 
tary partition  and  the  conveyance  executed  in  pursuance 
thereof  form  no  exception  to  the  general  rule,  that  by  no 
means  can  a  grantor  convey  a  greater  estate  than  he  possesses. 
Hence,  if  a  voluntary  partition  be  made  by  a  tenant  in  tail, 
it  is  not  binding  beyond  his  life;  and  the  heir  in  tail  may, 
upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  refuse  to  recognize  the 
partition,  and  claim  all  the  rights  to  which  he  would  be  en- 
titled had  no  such  partition  been  made.^ 

g  417.  Powers  Delegating  Authority  to  make  Parti- 
tion.— The  power  which  every  cotenant  has  of  joining  with 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  29;  2  Roll.  Abr.  256;  Vin.  Abr.  Tit.  Partition  (E.) 
•'■  Bavington  v.  Clarke,  2  Penrose  &  W.  124;  Manly  v.  Pettee,  38  El.  128. 
'  Buxton  V.  Bowen,  2  W.  &  M.  365. 
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his  compaTiions  in  interest  in  making  a  partition  of  the  com- 
mon property,  may,  no  doubt,  be  delegated  by  him  to  another; 
and  when  so  delegated,  it  may  be  exercised  by  the  agent  as 
effectually  as   it  could   be   exercised   by  the  principal.     A 
serious  doubt  once  existed,  and  is  not  yet  fully  dispelled, 
as  to  whether  a  power  to  sell  and  exchange  lands  authorizes 
a  partition;  and  it  is  said  that  lawyers  of  great  eminence  fre- 
quently expressed   their    satisfaction  with   partitions   made 
without  any  other  authority  than  that  which  was  implied  in 
such  a  power.     In  the  first  case  in  which  the  question  seems 
to   have   been    judicially  considered,   certain   trustees  were 
authorized  "to  make  sale  of,  and  to  convey,  surrender,  and 
assure,  or  convey  in  exchange  for  or  in  lieu  of  other  manors, 
lands,  and  hereditaments,  &c.,  for  the  best  price  or  valuable 
consideration  in  money  or  such  other  equivalent  interest  in 
manors,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  as  to  them  the  trustees 
shall  deem  proper."     Under  this  power,  the  trastees  joined 
in  making  a  partition.     The  validity  of  this  partition  being 
subsequently  questioned,  it  was  upheld  by  Lord  Chancellor 
Loughborough,  in  an  opinion  in  which  he  said :    ' '  The  ques- 
tion before  me  is  the  question  whether,  within  the  limits  of 
this  power,  the  partition  is  not  an  exchange.    If  the  question 
was  asked  of  me,  whether  a  partition  was  not  in  view  of  the 
parties,  I  should  be  obliged  to  answer,  that  it  was;  for  there 
is  a  supposition  here  that  the  interest  vested  by  this  settle- 
ment might  be  sold  by  parcels.     Though  there  is  some  dis- 
tinction between  a  partition  and  an  exchange,  their  conse- 
quences and  effects  as  to  the  interests  of  the  parties  are 
precisely  the   same.      If    any  person   had   been   ingenious 
enough  to  think  of  this  objection  at  the  time  of   the  par- 
tition, by  making  the  trustees  sell,  receive  the  money,  and 
buy  a  third  of  the  same  estate,  the  whole  Avould  have  been 
within  the  words  of  the  power.     They  revoked  the  uses  in 
order  to  acquire  a  divided  third  of  the  estate;  which  they 
have  taken  in  lieu  of  an  undivided  part.     They  might  have 
taken   money,   rent,   land,   anywhere   else.      It   is   in   cllbct 
clearly,  though  not  literally,  within  this  power."'     But  this 
case,  and  the  language  wo  have  just  quoted,  so  far  as  they 

'  Abel  V.  Jloathcoto,  2  Vc«.  Jr.  'J8:  S.  C.  4  Bro.  0.  C.  278. 
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imply  that  the  power  to  exchange  includes  the  power  of  par- 
tition, did  not  remain  long  nnquestioned.  Lord  Eldon  in 
M'Queenf.  Faiquhar,  deferring  to  Abel  v.  Heathcote,  doubted 
Avhether  the  idea  that  "  a  power  of  exchange  is  well  executed 
by  a  partition,  is  authorized  by  anything  in  that  decision;" 
and  he  truly  remarked  that  ' '  exchange  and  partition  are  very 
different."  His  Lordship  evidently  considered  that  the  con- 
clusion reached  in  Abel  v.  Heathcofe,  could  be  justified  only 
by  treating  the  partition  there  upheld,  as  being  authorized 
by  the  words  in  the  power  giving  the  trustees  authority  to  ' 
convev  for  money,  "or  such  other  equiA-alent  interest,"  etc. 
The  case  of  Abel  v.  Heathcote  was  further  questioned  in  At- 
torney General  v.  Hamilton,-  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  Vice 
Chancellor;  and  it  is  evident  that  it  would  now  be  very  unsafe 
to  act  upon  the  theor}'  that  a  power  to  excliange  authorizes  a 
partition."  If  a  power  authorizes  a  sale  only,  Ave  think  there 
is  less  reason  for  holding  that  it  will  sup})ort  a  partition  than 
when  it  authorizes  an  exchange.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Cali- 
fornia has  decided  that  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  and  convey 
any  portion  or  all  of  the  principal's  real  estate,  and  generally 
to  d(j,  transact,  determine,  and  accomplish  all  matters,  etc., 
although  the  matters  should  require  more  special  authority 
than  Avere  comprised  in  the  power,  does  not  authorize  the  at- 
torney to  make  partition  of  lands  in  which  his  constituent  is 
u  tenant  in  common.'* 

g  418.  Agreement  for  Partition. — An  agreement  in  writ- 
ing, entered  into  by  several  cotenants,  whereby  they  mutually 
agree  to  divide  their  lands  in  a  specific  manner,  but  which 
does  not  contain  words  purporting  to  convey,  transfer,  or  re- 
lease to  the  respective'  cotenants  the  parts  agreed  to  be  al- 
lotted to  tl^em,  is  probably  not  good  at  law  as  a  transfer  of 
the  legal  title;  but  in  equity  it  will  be  treated  as  an  actual 
partition.''  Notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  has 
idwavs  been  conceded  that  "an  agreement  in  ivritmc/  to  make 

'  n  Yes.  -iT.'). 

'^  1  Madd.  Gh.  122. 

:■  Sugden  on  Powers,  480-482;  Alluatt  ou  Partition,  38  to  46. 

^  Borel  V.  Rollins,  30  Cal.  413. 

a  Mastersou  r.  Finuiptan.  2  R.  I.  318. 
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partition  will  have  the  same  effect,  in  equity,  as  au  actual  par- 
tition at  law."^  ^ 

^  419.  Deed  or  Agreement  void  as  to  one  is  void  as  to 
all. — If  iiu  agreement  or  deed  intended  to  be  entei-ed  into 
by  several  cotenants,  whereby  they  mutually  convey  tL>  one 
another  distinct  parts  of  the  common  property  to  liold  in 
severalty,  or  whereby  they  agree  to  a  sale  of  the  iiroperty 
and  a  division  of  the  proceeds,  or  to  an  allotment  and  parti- 
tioii  of  the  property  to  be  made  by  certain  referees,  and  it 
]iapj)eus  that  after  several  have  executed  the  instiument, 
others  fail  tt)  do  so,  or  that  though  all  executed  it,  some  of 
them  were  feme'<  cin-ert  and  did  not  execvite  in  a  uuiinu-r 
Avhich  will  bind  them,  in  either  event,  as  it  was  clearly  the 
intent  of  the  parties  that  all  of  them  should  ])e  bound,  and 
;is  the  consideration  of  the  instrument  is  mutual  conveyances 
from  and  between  all  the  parties,  the  iustrunn'nt  being  in- 
operative as  to  part  is  inoperative  as  to  all.  ' 

'  2  Cruise,  410;  Co.Lirt.  lG!t  a. 

-  Douglas  r.  Harrison.  2  Sneed.  382:  Morris  v.  Eichardsou,  11  Humph.  380;  Tevrks- 
burv  r.  OT'oiiii.ll.  21  Ca\.  60. 


CHAPTEE    XIX. 

OF  THE  COURTS  HAVING  JURISDICTION   TO   COMPEL  PARTITION,  AN1> 
THE  SOURCE  AND  NATURE  OF  THEIR  AUTHORITY. 

Partition  at  Common  Law  confined  to  Estates  in  Parcenary,  f  420» 
English  Statutes  extending  the  Eight  of  Partition,  §  421. 
General  Outline  of  a  Partition  at  Law,  ^  422. 
Origin  and  Rise  of  Chancery  Jurisdiction,  §  423. 
Eight  to  Partition  in  Chancery,  whether  absolute,  $  424. 
Advantages  of  Proceeding  in  Chancery,  §  425. 
Partition  of  Personal  Property,  §  426. 

Difference  between  a  Judgment  and  a  Decree  of  Partition,  $  427. 
Jurisdiction  over  Partition  in  the  United  States,  §  428. 

Proceedings  in  Court  exercising  Common  Law,  Equity,  and  Statutory  Juris- 
diction, ^  429. 

§  420.  Partition  at  Common  La-w. — It  would  be  difficult 
to  discover  any  contingency  arising  from  any  part  of  the  law 
of  ownership  in  which  the  situation  of  the  parties  in  interest 
could  be  more  unfortunate  than  that  of  cotenants  at  the  com- 
mon law,  when  they  could  no  longer  agree  in  regard  to  the 
use  and  management  of  their  common  property,  or  when  one 
of  them  was  so  evil  disposed  as  to  take  advantage  of  all  the 
opportunities  which  the  law  of  cotenancy  afforded  him  for 
distressing  his  companions  in  interest,  and  of  injuring  the 
common  property,  and  depriving  them  of  all  beneficial  owner- 
ship therein.  When  the  creation  of  the  cotenancy  was  not 
the  result  of  agreement,  purchase,  or  the  act  of  the  parties, 
it  was  clear  that  they  were  in  no  way  blamable  for  its  exist- 
ence, and  the  law  early  provided  means  by  which  either  might 
terminate  its  existence,  and  obtain  an  estate  in  severalty  in 
lieu  of  an  undivided  interest.  Mr.  Eeeves,  in  his  summary 
of  the  law  of  England,  as  it  existed  towards  the  end  of  the 
reign  of  Henry  III.  (A.D.  1272,)  states  that  "when  an  in- 
heritance descended  to  more  than  one  heir,  and  they  could 
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come  to  no  agreement  among  themselves  concerning  the  di- 
vision of  it,  a  proceeding  might  be  instituted  to  compel  a 
partition.  A  writ  was  for  this  pui-pose  directed  to  four  or 
five  persons,  who  were  appointed  justices  for  the  occasion, 
and  were  to  extend  and  appreciate  the  land  bj  the  oaths  of 
good  and  lawful  persons  chosen  bj  the  parties,  who  were 
called  extensores;  and  this  extent  was  to  be  returned  under 
their  seals,  before  the  king  or  his  justices:  when  partition 
was  made  in  the  king's  court,  in  pursuance  of  such  extent, 
there  issued  a  seisinani  habere  facias,  for  each  of  the  parceners 
to  have  possession."'  As  the  same  author  spoke  of  this  reign 
as  the  period  in  which,  after  having  travelled  "through  the 
profound  darkness  of  the  Saxon  times,  and  the  obscure  mist 
in  which  the  Norman  constitutions  are  involved,  we  approach 
the  confines  of  kno-svn  and  established  law,"  it  is  probable 
that  the  proceedings  for  partition  of  which  he  wi-ote,  though 
not  mentioned  before  the  reign  of  Henry  III,,  were  in  exist- 
ence at  an  earlier  period,  but  are  concealed  from  view  by  the 
"darkness"  and  the  "obscure  mist"  of  the  more  remote 
times.  The  writ  of  partition,  as  it  existed  at  common  law, 
could  issue  only  at  the  instance  of  a  coparcener,  but  the 
person  against  whom  it  issued  might  be  either  a  coparcener, 
or  one  who  had  succeeded  to  the  interest  of  a  coparcener. 
The  circumstances  under  which  a  coparcener  was,  and  those 
under  which  she  was  not,  entitled  to  this  writ  were  thus  stated 
by  Mr.  Roscoe  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Actions  relating 
to  real  property:^  "A  wi'it  of  jjai'tition  lies  at  common  law 
for  one  or  more  parceners  against  the  other  or  others;  and  if 
one  parcener,  after  issue  had,  dies,  whereby  her  husband  is 
tenant  by  curtesy,  a  writ  of  partition  will  lie  against  the  hus- 
band.^ So,  if  one  parcener  aliens  in  fee,  the  other  may,  at 
common  law,  have  the  writ  against  the  alienee;  and  if  there 
are  three  coparceners,  and  the  eldest  marries,  and  the  hus- 
band purchases  the  interest  of  the  youngest,  though  the 
husband  be  in  respect  of  his  own  part  a  stranger,  yet  he  and 
his  wife  may  have  a  writ  of  partition  at  common  law  against 
the  middle  sister,  for  he  is  seized  of  one  part  in  the  right  of 

'  Reeves  Hist.  2d  cd.  (Dubliu)  312;  Finlason'ri  ed.  335,  citing  Bracton,  71  6  to  77  b. 

■'  P.  130. 

^  Litt.  sec.  264. 

C.  &  p.— 32 
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his  wife.^  If  one  parcener  makes  a  lease  for  life,  no  writ  of 
partition  lies  at  common  law,  for  she  and  her  coparcener  do 
not  then  hold  the  freehold  insimul  et  pro  indiviso  according 
to  the  words  of  the  writ,  though  if  the  lease  be  for  years 
only,  the  writ  lies  for  the  freehold,  then  continues  in  par- 
cenary.^ So,  if  one  coparcener  disseises  another,  no  writ  of 
partition  can  be  had  during  the  disseisin;'^  and  neither  tenant 
by  the  curtesy,  nor  the  alienee  of  a  parcener,  was  entitled  to 
this  writ  at  common  law." 

g  421.  English  Statutes  in  regard  to  Partition. — Joint- 
tenants  and  tenants  in  common  became  such  by  their  own 
voluntary  act.  Their  estates  were  always  created  by  pur- 
chase; and  whatever  hardship  or  inconvenience  might  subse- 
quently arise  out  of  the  co-ownership,  it  was  always  con- 
sidered as  the  result  of  a  relation  voluntarily  chosen  by  the 
parties,  and  from  which  the  law  would  therefore  grant  them 
no  relief.  If  any  cotenant  became  dissatisfied  with  the  co- 
tenancy, and  unwilling  to  continue  his  relations  with  the 
other  cotenants,  his  only  remedy  consisted  of  purchasing 
their  moiety,  or  of  selling  his  own,  or  of  making  a  voluntary 
partition  with  the  other  part  owners.  He  could  under  no  cir- 
cumstances, except  by  the  custom  of  some  cities  or  boroughs, 
compel  a  partition.^  The  inconvenience  resulting  to  tenants 
in  common  and  to  joint-tenants  from  their  inability  to  com- 
pel partitions  was,  in  many  instances,  of  the  most  grievous 
character.  At  length,  by  stat.  31  Henry  VIII.,  cap.  1,  ten- 
ants in  common  and  joint-tenants  of  estates  of  inheritance 
held  in  their  own  rights,  or  in  that  of  their  wives,  were  com- 
pelled to  make  partition  in  "  like  manner  as  parceners  by  the 
common  law  of  the  realm  were  compelled  to  do."  The  pre- 
amble of  this  statute  was  more  lengthy  than  the  remedial 
part,  and  described  in  strong  language  the  wrongs  which  it 
was  intended  to  avert.*    As  this  statute  applied  only  to  joint- 

'  Co.  Litt.  175  a;  Allnatt  on  Partition,  54;  Bac.  Ab.  Joint-Tenants  (I.) 

•■^  Co.  Litt.  167  a. 

»  Roscoeon  Real  Actions,  131;  Allnatt  on  Partition,  55;  Bac.  Ab.  Tit.  JointrTenants 
'I) ;  Miller  v.  Warmington,  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  493;  Baring  v.  Nash,  1  Ves.  &  B.  555. 

"  The  following  ia  the  statute,  31  Henry  VIII.,  referred  to  in  the  text:  "  Forasmuch 
as  by  the  common  laws  of  this  realm  divers  of  the  King's  subjects,  being  seised  ot 
manors,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  as  joint-tenants,  or  as  tenants  in  com- 
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tenants  and  tenants  in  common  of  estates  of  inheritance,  it 
remained  for  the  legislative  power  of  the  realm  to  provide 
means  to  ameliorate  the  condition  of  cotenants  of  estates  not 
of  inheritance.  This  was  soon  afterwards  done  by  the  stat. 
32  Heniy  \lli.,  cap.  32.  This  statute  recited  the  passage  of 
the  previous  act,  the  fact  that  such  act  made  no  provision  for 
"joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  for  a  term  of  life  or 
years,  neither  for  joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common  where 
one  or  some  of  them  have  but  a  particular  estate  for  term  of 
life  or  years,  and  the  other  have  estate  or  estates  of  inherit- 
ance ; "  and  followed  such  recitals  by  an  enactment  ' '  that  all 
joint-tenants  and  tenants  in   common,  and  every  of   them, 

mon,  with  other  of  any  estate  of  inheritance,  in  their  own  rights,  or  in  the  rights  of 
their  wives,  by  purchase,  descent,  or  otherwise,  and  every  one  of  them  so  being  joint- 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  have  like;  right,  title,  interest,  and  possession  in  thi- 
same  manors,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  for  their  parts  or  portions  jointly, 
or  in  common  undividedly  together  with  other:  and  none  of  them  by  the  law  dotii, 
or  may  know  their  several  parts  or  portions  in  the  same,  or  that  that  is  his  or  theirs, 
by  itself  undivided,  and  cannot  by  the  laws  of  this  realm  otherwise  occupy  or  take 
the  profits  of  the  same,  or  make  any  severance,  division,  or  partition  thereof,  without 
other  of  their  mutual  assents  and  consents:  by  reason  whereof  divers  and  manv  of 
them,  being  so  jointly  and  undividedly  seised  of  tlie  said  manors,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  oftentimes  of  their  perverse,  covetous  and  malicious  minds  and 
wills,  against  all  right,  justice,  equity,  and  good  conscience,  by  strength  and  power, 
not  only  cut  and  fallen  down  all  the  woods  and  trees  growing  upon  the  same,  but 
also  have  extirped,  subverted,  pulled  down  and  destroyed  all  the  Louses,  edifices,  and 
buildings,  meadows,  pastures,  commons,  and  the  whole  commodities  of  the  same,  and 
have  taken  and  converted  them  to  their  own  uses  and  behoofs,  to  the  open  \rrong  and 
disherison,  and  against  the  minds  and  wills  of  other,  holding  the  same  manors,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  jointly,  or  in  common  witli  them,  and  they  liave  lx«u 
always  without  assured  remedy  for  the  same. 

"II.  Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  King,  our  most  dread  sovereign  Lord,  and  by 
the  assent  of  the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal,  and  by  th(^  Commons  in  tliis  present 
Parliament  assembled,  that  all  join t- tenants,  and  tenants  in  common,  that  now  be,  or 
hereafter  shall  be  of  any  estate  or  estates  of  inheritance  in  their  own  rights,  or  in  the 
right  of  their  wives,  of  any  manors,  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  within  tliis 
realm  of  England,  Wales,  or  the  marches  of  the  same,  shall  and  may  be  coacted  and 
compelled,  by  virtue  of  tliis  present  act,  to  make  partition  between  them  of  all  such 
manors,  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  as  they  now  hold  or  liereaft<r  shall  liold 
as  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  by  writ  De  jnirticipatione  fnciendo  in  (hat  ca,sc 
to  be  devised  in  the  King  our  sovereign  Lord's  Court  of  Chancery,  in  like  manner 
and  form  as  coparceners  by  the  common  laws  of  this  realm  have  been  and  aro  com- 
jjelled  to  do,  and  tlu;  same  writ  to  be  pursued  at  the  common  law. 

"III.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  enact<,'d,  that  every  of  the  said  joint-tenants,  or 
tenants  in  common,  and  their  heirs,  after  such  partition  made,  shall  and  may  have 
aid  of  the  other,  or  of  their  heirs,  to  the  intent  to  deraigii  the  warranty  jjuramount, 
and  to  recover  for  the  rate  as  is  used  between  coparceners  after  paitition  mado  by  Ihn 
order  of  the  common  law;  anything  in  this  act  contained  U)  the  contrary  notwith 
standing." 
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which  now  hold  or  hereafter  shall  hold  jointly,  or  in  common, 
for  term  of  life,  year  or  years,  or  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in 
common,  where  one  or  some  of  them  have,  or  shall  have, 
estate  or  estates  for  term  of  life  or  years,  with  the  other  that 
have  or  shall  have  estate  or  estates  of  inheritance  or  freehold 
in  any  manors,  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  shall  and 
may  be  compellable  from  henceforth  by  writ  of  partition  to 
be  pursued  out  of  the  King's  Court  of  Chancery,  upon  his  or 
their  case  or  cases,  to  make  severance  and  partition  of  all 
such  manors,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  they 
hold  jointly,  or  in  common,  for  term  of  life  or  lives,  year  or 
years,  or  where  one  or  some  of  them  hold  jointly,  or  in  com- 
mon, for  term  of  life  or  years,  with  other,  or  that  have  estates 
of  inheritance  or  freehold."  By  comparison  of  the  date  of 
these  statutes  with  that  at  which,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Keeves, 
the  right  of  coparceners  to  compel  partition  was  clearly  recog- 
nized, it  will  be  seen  that  nearly  three  centuries  intervened 
after  the  writ  of  partition  was  granted  to  parceners  before 
any  relief  whatever  was  provided  for  other  cotenants.  While 
the  right  to  compel  a  partition  was,  by  these  statutes,  so  ex- 
tended that  after  their  passage  it  might  be  enforced  between 
all  cotenants,  except  tenants  by  entireties,  it  seems  that  the 
remedies  provided  by  law  for  the  enforcement  of  the  right 
were  tedious,  expensive,  and  sometimes  ineffectual.  They 
were  not,  however,  improved  in  any  haste.  It  was  a  century 
and  a  half  later  before  Parliament  put  forth  another  of  its 
formidable  preambles  on  this  subject.  This  preamble  de- 
clared that  "the  proceedings  upon  writs  of  partition  between 
coparceners  by  the  common  law  or  custom,  joint-tenants,  and 
tenants  in  common,  are  found  by  experience  to  be  tedious, 
chargeable,  and  oftentimes  ineffectaal,  by  reason  of  the  diffi- 
culty of  discovering  the  persons  and  estates  of  the  tenants  of 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  to 
be  divided,  and  the  defective  or  dilatory  executing  and  re- 
turning of  the  process  of  summons,  attachment,  and  distress, 
and  other  impediments,  in  making  and  establishing  partition, 
by  reason  of  which  divers  persons  having  undivided  parts  or 
purparts  are  greatly  oppressed  and  prejudiced,  and  the  prem- 
ises are  frequently  wasted  and  destroyed,  or  lie  uncultivated 
and  unmanured,  so  that  the  profits  of  the  same  are  totally  or 
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in  a  great  measure  lost."'  The  enactment  prefaced  bj  this 
preamble  directed  that  "  after  process  of  pone  or  attachment 
returned  upon  a  ^i-it  of  partition,  affidavit  being  made  bj  any 
credible  person  of  due  notice  given  of  the  said  writ  of  parti- 
tion to  the  tenant  or  tenants  to  the  action,  and  a  copy  thereof 
left  M'ith  the  occupant,  or  tenant  or  tenants,  or  if  they  cannot 
be  found,  to  the  wife,  son,  or  daughter,  (being  of  the  age  of 
one  and  twenty  years  or  upwards,)  of  the  tenant  or  tenants 
in  actual  possession,  by  virtue  of  any  estate  of  freehold,  or 
for  term  of  years,  or  uncertain  interest,  or  at  will,  of  the 
manors,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  whereof  the  par- 
tition is  demanded,  (unless  the  said  tenant  in  actual  posses- 
sion be  demanded  in  the  action,)  at  least  forty  days  before 
the  return  of  said  i^nc  or  attachment,  if  the  tenant  or  tenants 
to  such  Avrit,  or  any  of  them,  or  the  true  tenant  to  the  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  as  aforesaid, 
shall  not  in  such  case,  within  fifteen  days  after  return  of  such 
writ  oipone  or  attachment,  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered 
in  such  Court  where  such  writ  of  po7ie  or  attachment  shall 
be  returnable,  then,  in  default  of  such  appearance,  the  de- 
mandant having  entered  his  declaration,  the  Court  may  pro- 
ceed to  examine  the  demandant's  title,  and  quantity  of  his 
part  and  purpart,  and  accordingly  as  they  shall  find  his  right, 
part  and  pui-part  to  be,  they  shall  for  so  much  give  judgment 
by  default,  and  award  a  writ  to  make  partition."  The  act 
also  provided  for  the  execution  of  the  writ  after  eight  days' 
notice  to  the  "  occupier  or  tenant  or  tenants  of  the  premises," 
for  the  return  of  the  writ  after  its  execution,  for  a  final  judf^- 
ment  in  pursuance  of  the  return,  and  that  such  judgment 
should  "conclude  all  persons  whatsoever,  whatever  right  or 
title  they  have  or  may  at  any  time  claim  to  have  in  any  of  the 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  men- 
tioned in  said  judgment  and  writ  of  partition,  althougli  all 
persons  concerned  are  not  named  in  any  of  the  proceedings, 
nor  the  title  of  the  tenants  truly  sot  forth."  By  the  second 
section  of  the  act,  all  persons  against  whom  judgment  by 
default  was  given  were  allowed  one  year  after  the  first  judg- 
ment was  entered,  and  infants,  femes  covoi,  lunatics,   and 

•  stats  8  uiid  !t  Will.  III.  t;ip.  ;n. 
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persons  absent  from  the  kingdom,  were  granted  one  year 
after  his,  her,  or  their  return,  or  after  the  termination  of  the 
infancy,  coverture,  or  kinacy,  in  which  to  apply  to  the  Court 
to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  for  leave  to  appear  and  plead 
as  if  no  such  judgment  had  been  given.  The  third  section 
enacted  ' '  that  no  plea  in  abatement  shall  be  admitted  or  re- 
ceived in  any  suit  for  partition,  nor  shall  the  same  be  abated 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  any  tenant."  The  fourth  and  fifth 
sections  were  in  reference  to  the  manner  of  executing  the 
writ,  and  the  effect  of  the  partition  on  the  interests  of  lessors 
and  lessees.  The  statute,  though  originally  to  continue  in 
force  for  seven  years,  and  ' '  thence  to  the  end  of  the  next 
session  of  Parliament,  and  no  longer,"  was  made  perpetual 
by  statute  3  and  4  Anne,  c.  18,  ^  2.  While  the  legislative 
authority  of  England  so  long  delayed  the  creation  of  rem- 
edies adequate  to  a  speedy  and  effectual  partition  of  the 
lands  of  cotenancies,  cotenants  did  not  remain  without  more 
satisfactory  means  of  relief  than  those  provided  by  law. 
"Without  legislative  sanction,  Chancery,  as  early  as  the  reign 
of  Elizabeth,  began  to  exercise  jurisdiction  in  suits  for  par- 
tition. This  new  jurisdiction  was  felt  to  be  so  much  better 
adapted  to  the  adjustment  of  the  rights  of  cotenants  that  it 
rapidly  grew  into  favor.  The  writ  of  partition,  as  known  to 
the  common  law,  fell  into  general  disrepute  and  neglect,  from 
which  it  could  not  be  rescued  by  the  statutes  8  and  9  Wm. 
III.,  already  referred  to  in  this  section,  and  entitled  "An  act 
for  the  easier  obtaining  partitions  of  lands  in  coparcenary, 
joint-tenancy,  and  tenancy  in  common."  The  writ,  as  it  was 
still  much  less  commendable  than  proceedings  in  Chancery, 
went  into  desuetude,  and  was  finally  wholly  abolished  by  the 
statute  3  and  4  Wm.  IV.,  chap.  27,  sec.  36. 

g  422.  General  Description  of  Proceedings  in  a  Parti- 
tion at  La-w. — When  a  cotenant  wished  to  bring  about  a 
compulsory  partition  of  the  common  lands,  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  proceedings  at  law,  his  first  step  was  to  sue 
out  a  writ  of  partition,  whereby  the  sheriff  of  the  county  was 
commanded  to  summon  the  other  cotenants  named  in  the  writ 
and  have  them  before  the  justices  at  Westminster  on  sojjUe 
general  return  day,  specified  in  the  writ,  to  show  wherefore 
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they  denied  partition  to  be  made  of  certain  lands,  etc.  The 
process  in  partition  was  "  summons,  attachment,  and  distress 
infinite."^  But  the  statute  of  8  and  9  Wm.  III.,  ah-eady  re- 
ferred to,  governed  the  sei'\'ice  of  process  after  its  enactment, 
and  prescribed  the  course  to  be  pursued  when  the  persons 
siunmoned,  or  any  of  them,  failed  to  enter  their  appearance 
within  the  time  allotted  to  them  for  so  doing.  If,  however, 
the  defendants,  instead  of  suffering  their  defaults  to  be  en- 
tered, appeared  in  the  action,  the  next  step  in  the  proceedings 
consisted  of  the  filing  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  To  this 
declaration  the  defendant  might  plead  the  general  issue, 
namely,  non  tenent  hisimul;  but  he  could  not,  after  the  statute 
of  8  and  9  Wm.  III.,  interpose  any  plea  in  abatement.  If 
the  action  was  confessed,  or  if  after  trial  the  issue  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff',  there  was  entered  in  his  favor  an  interlocu- 
tory judgment,  quod  partitio  fiat  Intei'  partes  prcedictas  de  tene- 
mentis,  cum  pertlnenius.  This  judgment  designated  the 
persons  between  whom  partition  should  be  made,  and  also 
the  moieties  to  which  each  was  entitled.  Upon  this  judg- 
ment, a  judicial  writ  issued  to  the  sheriff'.  This  writ  recited 
the  writ  of  partition  and  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  and 
commanded  ' '  the  sheriff,  together  with  twelve  men  of  the 
vicinage,  to  go  in  person  to  the  lands  to  be  divided,  and 
there,  in  presence  of  the  parties,  (if  they  appear,  on  sum- 
mons to  be  made,)  by  the  oaths  of  those  twelve  men,  to 
make  an  equal  and  fair  partition,  and  allot  to  each  party  his 
full  and  just  share,  and  then  return  the  inquisition  of  the  par- 
tition, annexed  to  the  writ,  under  the  seals  of  the  sheriff  and 
the  jurors,  whose  names  are  likewise  to  be  returned."^  After 
the  writ  was  executed,  by  making  the  allotments  as  therein 
directed,  it  was  returned  by  the  sheriff,  with  the  inquisition 
thereto  annexed,  showing  in  what  manner  the  partition  had 
been  made.  Then,  upon  motion  to  the  Court,  the  second  and 
final  judgment  was  given,  quod  partitio  prcedictafiniiu  d  stabilis 
in  perpetuum  teneatur.^ 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  G5. 

■"  Allnatt  on  Partition,  70;  Bootli  on  Real  Actions,  244-.');  2  ('ruiw,  ;J85;  PottTHdorff's 
Ab.  Tit.  Partition;  Littleton,  hcch.  247,  248.  For  all  tlic  procccdingH  in  imititiou,  m.'v 
Chittv  PI.  1300  to  1407;  Bac.  Ab.  Joint-TcnuntH  (1.) 
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g  423.      Origin   and  Rise   of    Chancery  Juris  dicrtion. — 

That  the  writ  of  partition  fell  into  general  neglect  and  was 
finally  abolished  was  due  to  the  superior  facilities  afforded 
by  a  new  means  of  compelling  partition,  namely,  that  which 
was  carried  on  in  Chancery.     When  or  how  Courts  of  Chan- 
cery first  obtained  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  partition  has  never 
been  satisfactorily  ascertained;   but,  like  many  other  ques- 
tions not  susceptible  of  any  positive  and  certain  determina- 
tion, it  has  occasioned  considerable  discussion,  and  no  little 
warmtb  both  of  feeling  and  of  expression.     Mr.  Hargrave, 
in  one  of  his  notes  to  Coke  on  Littleton,  has  said:    "A  new 
compulsory  mode  of  partition   has   sprung  up,  namely,  by 
decree  of  Chancery  exercising  its  equitable  jurisdiction  on  a 
bill  filed  praying  for  a  partition :  in  which  case  it  is  usual  for 
the  Court  to  issue  a  commission  for  the  purpose  to  various 
persons,  who  proceed  without  a  jury.     How  far  this  branch 
of  equitable  jurisdiction,  so  trenching  upon  the  writ  of  par- 
tition, and  wresting  from  a  court  of  common  law  its  ancient 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  this  subject  might  be  traced  by 
examining  the  records  of  Chancery,  I  know  not.     But  the 
earliest  instance  of  a  bill  for  partition  I  observe  to  be  noticed 
in  the  printed  books  is  a  case  of  the  40  Eliz.  in  Tothill's 
Transac.  of  Chanc,  title  Partition.     According  to  the  short 
report  of  this  case,  the  Court  interposed  from  necessity  in 
respect  to  the  minority  of  one  of  the  parties,  the  book  ex- 
pressing that  on  that  account  he  could  not  be  made  party  to 
a  writ  of  partition;  which  reason  seems  very  inaccurate;  for, 
if  Lord  Coke  is  right,  that  writ  does  lie  against  an  infant, 
and  he  shall  not  have  his  age  in  it,  and  after  judgment  he  is 
bound  by  partition.     But  probably  in  Lord  Coke's  time  this 
was  a  rare  and  rather  unsettled  mode  of  compelling  partition; 
for  I  observe  in  a  case  in  Chancery  of  the  6  Cha.  I.,  which 
was  referred  to  the  judges  on  a  point  of  law  between  two 
coparceners,  that  the  judges  certified  for  issuing  a  writ  of 
partition  between  them,  and  that  the  Court  ordered  one  ac- 
cordingly;^ which,  I  presume,  would  scarce  have  been  done 
if   the  decree   for  partition  and   a   commission  to  make  it 
had  been  a  current  and  familiar  proceeding  in  Chancery."^ 

1  The  case  referred  to  was  Drury  v.  Drury,  1  Ch.  Kep.  26,  3d  ed. 
-  Note  to  Co.  Litt.  169  a. 
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In  commenting  upon  this  note,  Mr.  Fonblanque,  in  liis 
Treatise  on  Eqtiity,  said:  '*Mr.  Hargrave's  opinion  upon 
legal  subjects  is  so  desei-vecllj  entitled  to  influeuce  the 
opinion  of  others,  that  I  cannot  refrain  from  observing  that 
a  practice  sanctioned  hj  a  precedent  of  so  early  a  date  as 
the  40th  Eliz.  cannot  reasonably  be  described  as  a  iieic  mode, 
particularly  when  it  is  considered  there  are  few,  if  any,  re- 
ports of  decisions  in  equity  of  an  earlier  date.  The  reason 
assigned  by  Tothill  for  the  decision  is,  in  the  opiuion  of 
Lord  Coke,  insufficient  to  support  it;  and  it  ^nll  become  still 
more  so  when  it  is  considered  that  an  infant,  when  he  attains 
his  age,  may  shew  cause  against  a  decree  of  partition  in 
equity,  unless  he  be  plaintiff  in  the  suit.  (Lord  Brook  v. 
Lord  and  Lady  Hereford,  2  P.  Wms.  518;  Tuckfield  v.  Bul- 
ler,  Ambler,  197;  3  Atk.  627.)  But  though  the  reason  as- 
signed by  Tothill  fail,  the  decision  is  not  destitute  of  prin- 
ciple to  support  it.  *  -5^  *  The  case  of  Drary  v.  Drury  ap- 
pears to  have  been  decided  in  the  sixth  of  Charles  the  First : 
previous  to  which  period,  and  even  to  the  40th  Eliz. ,  equity 
had  decreed  an  equal  partition,  when  that  made  by  the  parties 
appeared  to  be  unequal.  (Norse  v.  Ludlow,  32  Eliz.  Toth.  155. ) 
"Whether  this  partition  was  made  by  writ,  commission,  or  con- 
sent, does  not  indeed  appear;  neither  does  it  appear  in  Druiy 
V.  Drm-y  upon  what  ground  the  writ  or  partition  was  decreed; 
but  it  is  observable,  in  that  case,  that  the  question  of  parti- 
tion was  not  referred  to  the  judges,  and  that  if  it  was,  that 
they  could  not  strictly,  in  such  a  case,  have  certified  that  a 
commission,  which  is  an  equitable  process,  ought  to  issue. 
The  inference,  therefore,  drawn  by  Mr.  Hargrave  from  this 
case  cannot  be  supported,  unless  it  can  be  at  least  shewn  that 
the  judges  were  called  upon  to  decide  not  only  the  question 
of  partition,  but  also  to  point  out  the  mode  to  effect  it.  If, 
however,  the  authority  of  this  case  can  in  any  degree  support 
the  doubt  raised  upon  it,  I  think  it  must  bo  removed  by  an 
almost  immediately  subsequent  case,  14  Car.  1,  Babb  v. 
Dudeny,  Tothill's  Transaction,  tit.  Partition,  f.  155,  in  which 
case  the  Court  refused  to  interfere,  not  upon  the  ground  that 
it  had  no  jurisdiction,  but  because  *  the  matter  M'as  but  £1) 
per  annum.'  Norbury  v.  Yarbury:  Toth.  Ubi  supra.  Hao 
also  Manaton  v.  Squire,  2  Freeman,  20;  in  which  case  parti- 
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tion  was  considered  as  cognizable  m  equity  as  at  law,  and 
Parker  v.  Gerrard,  Ambl.  236,  in  which  case  it  is  described 
as  a  matter  of  right."'  Judge  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on 
Equity  Jurisprudence,-  refers  to  Mr.  Hargrave's  note  in  terms 
whose  spirit  is  very  identical  with  that  manifested  in  the  re- 
marks which  we  have  just  copied  from  the  Treatise  of  Mr. 
Fonblanque.  But  it  is  evident,  from  a  passage  in  Judge 
Story's  Commentaries,  that  he  assigned  to  proceedings  for 
partition  in  Chancery  a  date  long  anterior  to  that  claimed  by 
Mr.  Fonblanque,  and  a  scope  so  extensive  as  to  embrace 
joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  at  a  period  when  all  the 
common  law  authorities  declare  that  none  but  coparceners 
were  able  to  make  a  compulsory  partition.  The  following  is 
the  passage  referred  to:  "These  remarks  of  the  learned 
author  [Mr.  Hargrave's  note]  are  open  to  much  criticism,  if 
it  were  the  object  of  these  Commentaries  to  indulge  in  such 
a  course  of  discussion.  It  cannot,  however,  escape  notice 
that,  when  the  learned  author  speaks  of  this  branch  of 
equitable  jurisdiction  as  trenching  upon  the  writ  of  parti- 
tion, and  wresting  from  the  courts  of  common  law  their 
ancient  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  he  assumes 
the  very  matter  in  controversy.  That  the  writ  of  partition  is 
a  very  ancient  course  of  proceeding  at  the  common  law  is  not 
doubted.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law  had  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  of  par- 
tition. The  contrary  may  fairly  be  deemed  to  have  been  the 
case,  from  the  notorious  inadequacy  of  that  writ  to  attain,  in 
many  cases,  the  purposes  of  justice.  Thus,  for  instance,  we 
know  that  until  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII.,  no  writ  of  parti- 
tion lay,  except  in  case  of  parceners.  And  to  show  how  nar- 
rowly the  whole  remedial  justice  of  this  writ  was  construed, 
it  was  the  known  settled  doctrine  that  if  two  coparceners  be, 
and  one  should  alien,  in  fee,  the  remaining  parcener  might 
bring  a  writ  of  partition  against  the  alienee;  but  the  alienee 
could  not  have  such  writ  against  the  parcener.  And  the  like 
diversity  existed  in  cases  of  a  writ  of  partition  by  or  against 
a  tenant  by  the  courtesy.  Now  such  a  case  would,  upon  the 
very  face  of  it,  constitute  a  clear  case  for  the  interposition  of 

*  Fonblanque's  Eq.,  book  i.,  ch.  1,  *i  3,  note/.  ^  Sec,  646. 
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a  Court  of  Chanceiy,  upou  the  gi'ouncl  of  the  total  defect  of 
any  remedy  at  law,  aud  yet  of  au  unquestionable  equitable 
right  to  a  partition.     Cases  of  joint-tenancy  aud  tenancy  in 
common  afford  equally  striking  illustrations.     Until  the  stat- 
ute of  31st  Henry  YUI.,  ch.  1,  and  32d  Henry  Yin.,  ch. 
32.,  no  T\T.'it  of  partition  lay  at  law  for  a  joint-tenant  or  tenant 
in  common.    And  yet  the  grossest  injustice  might  have  arisen, 
if  a  Court  of  Chancery  could  not,  in  such  a  case,  have  inter- 
posed and  gi-anted  relief,  upon  the  analogy  to  the  legal  rem- 
edy.    The  reason  given  at  the  common  law  against  partition 
in  such  cases  was  more  specious  than  solid.     It  was,  that  a 
joint-tenancy  being  an  estate  originally  created  by  the  act  or 
agreement  of  the  parties,  the  law  would  not  permit  any  one 
or  more  of  the  tenants  to  destroy  the  united  possession  with- 
out a  similar  universal  covenant.     The  good  sense  of   the 
doctrine  w^ould   rather  seem  to   be,  that   the   joint-tenancy 
being  created  by  the  act  or  agreement  of  the  parties,  in  a 
case  capable  of  a  severance  of   interest,  the  joint  interest 
should  continue  (exactly  as  in  cases  of  partnership)  so  long 
as,  and  no  longer  than,  both  parties  should  consent  to  its 
continuance."^     From  the  foregoing  quotation,  we  conclude 
that  Judge  Story  was  loth  to  believe  that  joint-tenants  and 
tenants  in  common  were  without  any  means  of  compelling 
partition,  until  such  means  were  provided  by  statute  of  Henry 
Ym. ;   and  that,  in  his  judgment,  as  there  was  no  remedy 
known  to  exist  at  law,  there  7nust  have  been  some  means  of 
redress  in  Chancery.     Perhaps  Mr.  Chitty's  views  on  this 
subject  coincided  with  Judge  Story's.     At  all  events,  he  de- 
clared that  "bills  for  partition  and  apportionment  were  be- 
tween joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  always  sustaina- 
ble and  decreed  in  equity.'"^    But  it  is  not  safe  to  assume 
that  some  remedy  always  existed  for  every  wrong  and  incon- 
venience.    That  joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common  must  at 
a  very  early  day  have  felt  the  necessity  of  relief  in  equity 
by  no  means  establishes  that  such  relief  was  at  once  granted 
to  them.     In  fact,  wo  think  the  testimony  borne  l^y  the  stat- 
ute of  31  Hen.  VIII.  is  conclusive  that  Chancery  had  never 
at  that  time  interposed  in  behalf  of  any  cotenant  by  procoed- 

'  Btory's  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  647.  -  2  Chitty  Otiil.  I'l .  42. 


g  424  JURISDICTION    IN    PARTITION.  508 

ings  in  partition,  because  the  preamble  of  that  statute,  after 
reciting  the  numerous  and  grievous  wrongs  inflicted  upon 
joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  asserts  that  "they have 
been  always  vi^ithout  assured  remedy  for  the  same."'     Differ- 
ent reasons  have  been  assigned  for  the  purpose  of  justifying 
the  jurisdiction  taken  by  Chancery  in  matters  of  partition. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument  in  one  case,  it  was  insisted 
that  this  jurisdiction  was  based  on  the  statute  making  co- 
tenants  accountable  to  one  another,  whereby  they  became,  as 
it  was  claimed,  trustees  for  one  another.^    In  another  case,  it 
was  claimed  to  be  a  consequence  of  the  statutes  of  31  Henry 
YIII.   and  32  Henry  VIII.=*     Lord  Eldon  thought  that  the 
Court  of  Chancery  issued  commissions  to  make  partition,  not 
by  virtue  of   any  act  of  Parliament,  but  by  analogy  to  its 
jurisdiction  in  case  of  dower. ^     All  that  can  be  known  of  the 
sources  of  Chancery  jurisdiction  of  this  subject,  and  of  the 
reason  for  its  assumption,  is  thus  tersely,  and  we  think  cor- 
rectly, expressed  by  Bacon  in  his  Abridgment:   "The  Court 
of  Chancery,  at  first  acting  only  in  the  aid  of  the  common 
law  court,  then  assuming  a  concurrent,  has  at  length  obtained 
an  almost  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  subject.     That  it 
has  no  original  jurisdiction,  nor  any  express  authority  from 
statute,  has  been  acknowledged  by  those  who  were  most  con- 
versant with  its  jurisdiction  and  have  best  administered  it: 
the  general  reception  it  has  met  with  is  owing  to  the  advan- 
tage it  has  over  the  common  law  court,  in  being  loose  and 
free  from  all  technical  restraints;   and  to  the  powers  it  pos- 
sesses of  dealing  with  and  providing  for  the  various  interests 
it  may  meet  with."'' 

^  424.  Right  to  Partition  in  Chancery,  whether  Abso- 
solute. — From  language  employed  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
the  case  of  Cartwright  v.  Pultney,*^  it  might  be  inferred  that 
the  remedy  by  partition  in  equity  based  on  the  legal  title  is 

'  See  statute  in  note  to  sec.  421. 
-  Earl  of  Kildai-e  v.  Eustace,  1  Vern.  421. 
^  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  2  Yes.  Jr.  125. 

*  Agar  V.  Fairfax,  17  Ves.  552.    See  also,  to  same  effect,  the  argument  for  plaintiff 
in  tlie  case  of  Watson  v.  The  Duke  of  Northumberland,  11  Ves.  155. 
s  Bac.  Ab.  Joint-Tenants  (I.) 
«  2  Atk.  380. 
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discretionary  with  the  Court,  instead  of  being  a  matter  of 
right.  But  we  think,  on  a  fail-  construction  of  the  language 
used  by  his  Lordship,  it  must  be  conceded  to  amount  to  this, 
and  no  more,  namely,  that  where  it  appears  to  the  Court  that 
the  plaintiff's  title  is  questionable,  equity  will  not  intei-pose 
in  his  behalf,  but  will  leave  him  to  his  legal  remedy.  If  his 
Lordship  intended  to  assert  that  in  the  absence  of  suspicious 
circumstances  tending  to  involve  the  plaintiff's  title  in  doubt, 
a  court  of  equity  might,  at  its  discretion,  refuse  to  act,  he 
is  clearly  overruled  by  the  more  recent  decisions.  It  is  now 
certain  that  unless  when  the  titles  of  the  respective  parties 
are  spread  before  a  court  of  equity,  it  can  see  that  there  are 
legal  objections  to  the  complainant's  title,  he  can  demand, 
as  a  matter  of  right,  that  it  proceed  with  the  partition.^ 

g  425.     Advantages  of  Proceedings  in  Chancery.— Mr. 

Fonblanque,  after  employing  all  the  means  in  his  power  to 
trace  the  history  of  Chancery  jurisdiction  in  partition  cases, 
added,  by  way  of  consolation  for  the  unavoidably  unsatis- 
factory nature  of  the  information  he  had  been  able  to  obtain, 
that:  "To  establish  the  origin  of  any  branch  of  legal  or  of 
equitable  jurisdiction  is  always  difl&cult  and  seldom  necessar}-, 
provided  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction  is  found  to  be  con- 
ducive to  the  ends  of  substantial  justice;  and  such  will  ap- 
pear to  be  the  tendency  of  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  our 
coui-ts  of  equity,  in  cases  of  partition,  upon  a  reference  to 
the  difficulties  which  obstructed  the  mode  of  proceeding  at 
common  law."^  The  chief  advantages  of  proceedings  in 
Chancery  over  the  proceedings  by  ^\T."it  of  partition  at  com- 
mon law,  are  these :  Courts  of  equity  deal  with  complicated 
titles  with  greater  ease  and  efficiency  than  courts  of  law;' 
courts  of  equity  compel  the  execution  of  conveyances  to  each 
cotenant,  from  the  others,  for  the  lands  embraced  in  his  al- 
lotment, and  thus  provide  him  with  a  permanent  and  satis- 
factory muniment   of    title;"   they  may  decree  a  pecuniary 

'  Lucas  V.  King,  2  Stock.  Ch.  280;  Smith  v.  Smith,  10  Pai.  Ch.  473;  Wisclcy  v.  Find- 
ley,  3  Rand,  3G3;  Baring  v.  Nash,  1  Yes.  &  B.  555;  Straughan  v.  Wright,  4  Rand,  493: 
Parker  v.  Gerard,  Amb.  23G;  Vmt  v.  Heirs  of  King,  2  Am.  Law  Beg.  (0.  9.)  729. 

'^  Fonblanque'B  Eq.,  hook  1,  ch.  1.  $  3,  note  /. 

^Btory'bEq.,  $050. 

<Ib..$G51. 
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compensation  to  one  of  the  parties  for  owelty,  or  equality  of 
partition;'  they  may  compel  the  cotenants  to  account  with 
one  another,  in  regard  to  rents  and  profits  received,  and  im- 
provements made  by  either  of  them,  or  may  set  aside  to  a 
cotenant  the  part  which  he  has  improved  or  otherwise  made 
more  valuable;  the  parties  in  interest  may  be  brought  before 
the  Court  far  more  extensively  than  they  can  by  any  processes 
known  to  the  courts  of  law;^  and  the  parties  may  compel  a 
discovery  whenever  it  is  necessary  to  enable  them  to  properly 
present  their  title.  "In  all  cases  of  partition,  a  court  of 
equity  does  not  act  merely  in  a  ministerial  character,  and  in 
obedience  to  the  call  of  the  parties,  who  have  a  right  to  the 
partition,  but  it  founds  itseK  upon  its  general  jurisdiction  as 
a  court  of  equity  and  administers  its  relief  ex  ceqiio  et  bono, 
according  to  its  own  notions  of  general  justice  and  equity  be- 
tween the  parties.  It  will,  therefore,  by .  its  decree,  adjust 
all  the  equitable  rights  of  the  parties  interested  in  the  estate; 
and  will,  if  necessary  for  this  purpose,  give  sjaecial  instruc- 
tions to  the  commissioners,  and  nominate  the  commissioners, 
instead  of  allowing  them  to  be  nominated  by  the  parties."^ 
Courts  of  equity  may  also  take  into  consideration  the  equities 
of  strangers  to  the  original  cotenancy,  and  make  such  a  par- 
tition as  will  protect  those  equities.  This  is  particularly  the 
case  where  one  of  the  cotenants  has  conveyed  some  part  of 
the  lands  of  the  cotenancy,  by  metes  and  bounds,  in  sever- 
alty. In  such  case,  if  it  can  be  done  without  prejudice  to 
the  original  cotenants  who  did  not  join  in  the  conveyance  in 
severalty,  a  court  of  equity  will  make  such  a  partition  as  will 
secure  to  the  grantee  in  severalty  the  part  conveyed  to  him.^ 
"  It  is  upon  some  or  all  of  these  grounds,  the  necessity  of  a 
discovery  of  titles,  the  inadequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law,  the 
difficulty  of  making  the  appropriate  and  indispensable  com- 
pensatory adjustments,  the  peculiar  remedial  processes  of 
courts  of  equity  and  their  ability  to  clear  away  all  inter- 
mediate obstructions  against  complete  justice,  that  these 
Courts  have  assumed  a  general  concurrent  jurisdiction  with 
courts  of  law  in  all  cases  of  partition.     So  that  it  is  not  now 

'  story's  Eq.,  $  65i.  -  Story's  Eq.,  $  656. 

»  Storj-'s  Eq.  Jur.,  $  656  h.  *  Story's  Eq.  Jiir.,  $  656  c. 
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deemed  necessary  to  state,  in  tlie  bill,  any  peculiar  ground 
for  equitable  interference."'  It  was  said,  in  a  recent  decision 
made  by  Chancellor  Zabriskie  of  New  Jersey,  that  ' '  the  pe- 
culiarities of  an  equitable  partition  are,  that  such  part  of  the 
land  as  may  be  more  advantageous  to  any  party  on  account 
of  its  proximity  to  his  other  land,  or  for  any  other  reason, 
will  be  directed  to  be  set  off  to  him  if  it  can  be  done  Avithout 
injiu'Y  to  the  others ;  that  when  the  lands  are  in  several  par- 
cels, each  joint  owner  is  not  entitled  to  a  share  of  each  parcel, 
but  only  to  his  equal  share  in  the  whole;  that  where  a  parti- 
tion exactly  equal  cannot  be  made  without  injury,  a  gross 
sum  or  yearly  rent  may  be  directed  to  be  paid  for  owelty  or 
equality  of  partition,  by  one  whose  share  is  too'  large  to 
others  whose  shares  are  too  small;  and  that  where  one  joint 
owner  has  put  improvements  on  the  property,  he  shall  receive 
compensation  for  his  improvements,  either  by  having  the 
part  upon  which  the  improvements  are  assigned  to  him  at 
the  value  of  the  land  without  the  improvements,  or  by  com- 
pensation directed  to  be  made  for  them."- 

g  426.  Partition  of  Personalty. — The  common  law,  as 
we  have  already  shown,  provided  no  means  of  redress  in  be- 
half of  a  cotenant  of  personalty  as  against  another  cotenant 
thereof,  unless  the  latter  had  been  guilty  of  an  actual  or 
practical  conversion,  or  of  an  actual  or  practical  destruction, 
of  the  common  property."  The  inattention  of  the  common 
law  to  this  species  of  property  Avas  carried  still  farther.  Part 
owners  in  addition  to  being  without  any  legal  remedy  by 
which  either  could  enforce  a  fair  and  equitable  use  and  en- 
joyment of  their  common  chattels,  were  also  without  any 
legal  means  of  compelling  partition  thereof.  Neither  the 
common  law  nor  the  statutes  of  Henry  VIII.,  nor  of  Wm. 
ni.,  had  any  applicability  to  personal  property.''  The  neces- 
sity of  some  remedy  by  which  partition  of  this  species  of 
property  could  be  compelled  was  much  greater  than  in  the 
case  of  real  estate;  for  real  estate  was  susceptible  of  u  com- 
mon possession  and  enjoyment,  and  in  case  of  a  total  exclu- 
sion of   either  cotenant,  he  had  his  remedy  at  law  by  an 

'  story's  Eq.  Jur.,  $  658.  ^  Hall  v.  Piddock.  21  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

»  See  Chapter  XIII.  ♦  AUiiatt  ou  Partition,  48. 
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action  of  ejectment.  The  entire  absence  of  any  remedy  at 
law  induced  Courts  of  Chancery  to  take  jurisdiction  of  ac- 
tions for  the  partition  of  personal  propei-ty.  At  what  time  or 
under  what  circumstances  this  jurisdiction  was  first  assumed 
we  are  unable  to  state;  but  that  it  existed  and  was  exercised 
by  the  Courts  of  Chancery  both  in  England  and  in  the  United 
States  is  undisputed.^  "A  court  of  equity  is  competent  to 
give  relief  in  such  cases,  by  decreeing  a  partition  of  the  prop- 
erty, or  a  sale  thereof  where  such  partition  is  impracticable, 
and  a  division  of  the  proceeds.  The  powers  of  a  court  of 
equity  were  conferred  and  exist  to  meet  just  such  cases,  where 
no  adequate  remedy  exists  at  law."^  The  same  reason  which 
induced  Chancery  to  take  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  the  par- 
tition of  personal  property,  namely,  the  want  of  any  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  induced  it  to  exercise  this  jurisdiction  over  a 
class  of  cases  with  which  it  would  not  have  proceeded  had 
the  subject-matter  of  the  action  consisted  of  real  estate.  This 
class  embraced  all  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff's  title 
to  the  property  was  denied  by  the  defendant.  When  real 
estate  was  the  subject  of  partition  in  Chancery,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's title  was  put  in  issue,  he  was  required  to  establish  it  at 
law.  But  there  was  no  method  by  which  a  cotenant  of  per- 
sonalty could  litigate  his  title  with  another  cotenant.  There- 
fore, when,  in  a  partition  in  Chancery,  the  defendant  denied 
the  title  of  demandant  to  personal  property,  and  claimed  such 
property  in  severalty,  the  demandant  was  not  sent  to  law  to 
establish  his  title.  He  was  not  required  to  attempt  an  im- 
possibility. The  Court  of  Chancery  proceeded  notwithstand- 
ing the  disputed  title,  and  heard  and  determined  all  issues 
made  by  the  respective  parties  in  reference  thereto;^  and  if, 
as  the  result  of  its  investigation,  it  found  the  parties  to  be 
cotenants,  it  proceeded  to  make  partition  among  them  accord- 
ing to  their  respective  rights.^ 

§  427.    Difference  between  a  Judgment  and  a  Decree  of 
Partition. — By  the  final  judgment  entered  in  proceedings  for 

-  Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Rand,  102;  Conover  v.  Earl,  26  Iowa,  167;  Tripp  u.  Riley,  15 
Barb.  334;  Tobes  v.  Shattuck,  22  Barb.  568;  Marshall  v.  Crow's  Admr.  29  Ala.  279. 

■^  Tinney  v.  Stebbins,  28  Barb.  290. 

^  Weeks  v.  Weeks,  5  Ired.  Eq.  118;  Edwards  v.  Bennett,  10  Ired.  363;  Smith  v.  Dunn, 
27  Ala.  316. 
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partition  at  common  law,  the  title  to  each  allotment  was  Tested 
in  the  person  to  whom  such  allotment  had  been  made.  No 
conveyance  from  any  of  the  cotenants  was  necessary  to  divest 
him  of  his  title  to  the  portions  not  allotted  to  him.  The 
judgment  itself  operated  as  a  cooveyance,  and  no  other  or 
further  muniment  of  title  was  necessary  or  possible  as  the 
consummation  of  a  compulsory  partition  at  law.  There  were 
interests  which  could  not  be  bound  by  compulsory  partition 
at  law.  As  to  these  interests,  the  final  judgment  had  no 
effect.  But  as  to  the  interests  and  the  parties  against  which 
the  judgment  could  operate,  it  operated  as  a  final  and  effec- 
tive partition,  needing  for  its  validity  and  effect  no  further 
transfer  or  ratification.  The  courts  of  the  common  law  pro- 
ceeded on  the  theory  that  by  their  judgment  they  could,  as  to 
all  the  parties  before  them,  deal  with  the  title  to  the  land. 
But  courts  of  equity  never  professed  to  act  directly  on  the 
title.  Their  decrees  operated  in  personam  only.  A  decree 
of  partition  did  not  purport  to  invest  the  parties  with  title  to 
their  several  allotments.  The  final  action  of  a  court  of  equity 
in  reference  to  a  partition  was  based  upon  the  hypothesis  that 
it  was  just  and  equitable  that  a  certain  allotment  should  be 
made  between  the  parties.  The  Court  therefore  directed  that 
the  parties  should  do  that  which  it  had  determined  they  ought 
to  do;  in  other  words,  that  they  should  make  partition  be- 
tween one  another  by  executing  mutual  conveyances.  With- 
out such  conveyances,  the  legal  title  to  the  property  remained 
unaffected.  A  partition  in  Chancery,  like  a  voluntary  parti- 
tion made  by  the  parties,  must  be  consummated  by  mutual 
conveyances.  Therefore,  no  effectual  partition  can  be  had  in 
equity  against  any  person  not  competent  to  execute  a  convey- 
ance. "It  may  therefore  be  stated  as  a  general  proposition, 
that  partition  will  be  decreed  for  and  against  such  persons  as 
are  able  to  convey  their  undivided  shares,  for  the  purposes 
of  completing  the  partition.  If  persons  seized  of  particular 
estates,  together  with  the  reversioners  or  remainder-men,  are 
made  parties,  partition  may  well  bo  made,  because  they  to- 
gether are  competent  to  convey  the  whole  interest.  But  if 
the  reversioner  or  remainder-man  is  not  joined,  then,  al- 
though partition  will  be  decreed,  because  the  particular  ten- 

C.  &  P.— 33 
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ant  would  be  entitled  to  it  at  law,  yet  it  will  be  only  of  tem- 
porary duration."^ 

g   428.       Jurisdiction    over    Partition    in    the    United 
States.  —  In    England,    compulsory    partition    was    accom- 
plished by  one  of  three  methods:    namely,  by  the  writ  of 
partition  at  common  law,  by  proceedings  in  Chancery,  or  by 
act  of  Parliament.     We  know  of  no  instance  in  the  United 
States  in  which  partition  has  ever  been  made  directly  by  the 
legislative  department  of  government.     But  while  we  have 
not  used  all  the  means  employed  for  the  purposes  of  making 
compulsory  partition  in  England,  we  have  entrusted  juris- 
diction over  partition  to  a  number  of  courts  which  never  ex- 
ercised any  similar  jurisdiction  in  the  mother  country.     In 
most  of  the  States,  the  courts  charged  with  the  settlement  of 
the  estates  of  deceased  persons  have  authority  to  make  par- 
tition of  such  estates  among  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  de- 
ceased according  to  their  respective  interests.     In  some  of 
the  States,   such   courts   may  make   complete  partition   al- 
though the  deceased  was  a  tenant  in  common,  and  others 
are  therefore  co-owners  with  his  heirs  of  the  property  to  be 
divided.     Independent  of  enactments  in  reference  to  the  dis- 
tribution and  partition  of  estates  of  deceased  persons  among 
their  heirs,  the  compulsory  partition  of  estates  held  in  co- 
tenancy has  been  made  the  subject  of  statutory  regulation  in 
every  State  in  the  American  Union.     These  statutes,  in  their 
general  features,  are  reenactments  of  the  law  as  it  previously 
existed  at  common  law  or  in  Chancery.     They  provide  for  an 
application  to  some  specified  court  by  a  complaint  or  peti- 
tion, showing  that  the  applicant  and  the  defendant  are  co- 
tenants,  and  the  respective  interests  of  each;   for  the  sum- 
moning of  the  defendant  to  answer  such  complaint  or  petition; 
for  an  interlocutory  judgment  or  order  determining  the  in- 
terests of  each  of  the  parties ;   for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners  to   make   the   allotments    among   the    cotenants 
according  to  their  moieties  as  ascertained  by  the  interloc- 
utory judgment;   for  a  sale  of  the  property  in  case  parti- 

'  AUuatt  on  Partition,  91;  Wbaley  v.  Dawson,  2  Sclioales  &  L.  372. 
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tioii  thereof  cannot  be  made  without  great  injury  to  the 
rights  of  the  coteuants;  and  for  a  final  judgment,  either  con- 
firming the  allotments  made  b}'  the  commissioners  or  confirm- 
ing the  sale  made  when  it  has  been  deemed  best  not  to  par- 
tition the  lands  by  allotment.  In  some  of  the  States,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  authorized  by  these  statutes 
is  confided  to  courts  of  law;  in  others,  to  courts  of  equity; 
and  in  a  few  of  the  States,  the  applicant  has,  as  in  England, 
his  election  whether  he  will  proceed  at  law  or  in  equity. 
The  remedy  thus  created  by  statute  is,  we  think,  generally, 
but  not  universally,  considered  as  cumulative,  and  as  in  no 
way  divesting  courts  of  equity  of  their  jurisdiction  over  the 
same  subject-matter.  The  Superior  Court  of  Arkansas,  in 
speaking  of  the  statute  of  that  State,  in  reference  to  com- 
pulsory partitions,  said :  ' '  The  statute  but  cumulates  the 
remedy;  and  if,  nevertheless,  a  party  should  elect  to  seek 
his  remedy  in  Chancery,  as  these  parties  seem  to  have  done, 
he  is  entitled  to  such  as  the  Chancellor  can  afford  him."'  In 
Missouri,  "the  statutory  mode  of  partition  has  never  been 
supposed  to  divest  Courts  of  Chancery  of  their  jurisdiction 
in  suits  for  partition.'"^  In  New  Hampshire,  it  was  held  that 
Chancery  still  had  jurisdiction,  because  "there  are  no  nega- 
tive words  in  the  statute  providing  for  a  partition  upon  peti- 
tion, and  the  partition  of  real  estate  is  an  undoubted  branch 
of  equity  jurisdiction.""  But  iu  Massachusetts,  in  a  case 
where  the  decision  of  the  question  was  unnecessary,  it  was 
said  that  a  bill  in  equity  for  a  partition  could  not  be  sus- 
tained because  the  statute  provided  an  adequate  and  complete 
remedy.* 

'  Patton  V.  Wagaer,  19  Ark.  233. 

■^  Spitts  V.  Wells,  18  Mo.  471. 

■'  Whittea  v.  Whittcn,  3G  N.  H.  332.    See  also  Baily  r.  Sissan,  1  R.  I.  233. 

*  Whiting  V.  Whiting,  15  Gray,  504;  Beeler'n  HcirH  r.  Bullitt's  Heirs.  3  A.  K.  Marsh. 
283;  The  Parmers  v.  Ilespass,  5  Monr.  .'5G4.  But  in  California,  it  has  boeii  said,  ••  tlicm 
is  no  such  thing  under  our  system  of  pleading  and  practice  as  a  suit  iu  equity  for  par- 
tition distinct  from  the  proc(  cding  provided  lor  in  the  act.''  Gates  r.  Salmon,  35  Cal. 
597. 

The  following  note  is  inteuded  to  show  what  (.'uurls,  in  tlie  respective  States,  have 
jurisdiction  of  ijroceedings  for  eompulsoiy  partition,  not  including  proceedings  for 
the  distribution  :i)id  jiartition  of  the  estates  of  deceased  persons  among  the  lieirs 
thereto: 

The  Htutitte  k)l'  Aloha inu,  iu  regard  to  partition,  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Judgi-  of 
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g  429.     Proceedings   in  Courts   having   Jurisdiction   in 
Equity,  and  also  at  Common  La-w,  and  by  Statutes. — In 

several  of  the  States,  the  Courts  designated  by  statute  to  ex- 
ercise authority  over  suits  of  partition,  are  Courts  having 
both  Cj  common  law  and  a  Chancery  jurisdiction.  When  pro- 
ceedings to  compel  partition  are  pending  in  such  Courts,  or 
even  after  such  proceedings  have  been  consummated,  the 
question  must  frequently  arise  whether  the  Jurisdiction  which 
the  Court  has  exercised  or  is  exercising  is  a  common  law  jur- 
isdiction, a  Chancery  jurisdiction,  or  a  special  statutory  jur- 
isdiction. Thus,  the  statute  regulating  partitions  in  Iowa, 
passed  soon  after  the  admission  of  that  State  into  the  Union, 
gave  jurisdiction  to  the  District  Court.     This  Court  had  gen- 

Probate,  upon  application  made  to  him  in  writing.  (Rev.  Code,  ed.  1867,  sec.  3105.) 
The  power  conferred  by  this  statute  "  does  not  prevent  a  resort  to  any  other  legal 
mode  of  obtaining  partition  of  lands.  (lb.,  sec.  3119.)  In  Arkansas,  jurisdiction  of 
statutory  proceedings  for  partition  is  vested  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Comp.  Laws,  ed. 
1858,  p.  811,  sec.  1) ;  but  the  statutory  remedy  is  regarded  as  cumulative  only.  (Pat- 
ton  v.  Wagner,  19  Ark.  233.)  In  California,  complaints  for  partition  must  be  filed 
in  the  District  Court.  (Code  C.  P.,  sec.  755.)  In  Connecticut,  "  the  Superior  Court, 
as  a  court  of  equity,  may,  upon  the  petition  of  any  person  interested,  order  partition 
of  any  real  estate  held  in  joint-tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenary."  (Rev. 
Code  of  1866,  p.  398,  sec.  38.)  Writs  for  the  partition  of  real  estate,  held  in  joint- 
tenancy  or  tenancy  in  common,  may,  in  the  State  of  Delaioare,  be  issued  by  the  Su- 
perior Court  of  the  county  (Rev.  Code,  ed.  1874,  p.  527,  sec.  3) ;  or  either  cotenant 
may  prefer  a  petition  to  the  Chancellor  of  the  State,  who  thereupon  has  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  to  make  partition.  (lb.,  p.  528,  sec.  8.)  The  statute  of  Florida  provides 
that  "  suits  or  actions  fof  the  partition  or  division  of  real  estate  may  be  instituted  by 
bill  or  petition  in  the  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State;  and  that  the  proceedings  in  such 
suits  or  actions  for  partition  shall  be  governed  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  proceedings 
in  Courts  of  Chancery  of  this  State,  except  as  herein  otherwise  provided."  (Bush. 
Dig.,  p.  616,  sec.  1.)  The  same  statute  (sees.  13  to  16)  gives  the  same  Court  jurisdic- 
tion over  suits  for  the  division  of  personal  property.  In  Georgia,  the  statutory  mode 
of  partition  is  accomplished  in  the  Superior  Courts  of  the  respective  counties  (Code, 
sec.  3996) ;  but  "  equity  has  jurisdtction  in  cases  of  partition  whenever  the  remedy  at 
law  is  insufficient;  or  peculiar  circumstances  render  the  proceeding  in  equity  more 
suitable  and  just."  (lb.,  sec.  3183.)  Jurisdiction  over  personal  property  is  vested  in 
Comity  Judges.  (lb.,  sec.  295.)  For  decisions  determining  what  state  of  facts  au- 
thorizes a  court  of  equity  in  Georgia  in  taking  jurisdiction  under  the  above  provision 
of  the  Code,  seeBoggsc.  Chambers,  9  Geo.  1;  Royston  v.  Royston,  13  lb.  425;  Ruther- 
ford «.  Jones,  14  lb.  521;  Osborn  v.  Ordinary,  17  lb.  123;  Greer  v.  Henderson,  37  lb.  1. 
In  Illinois,  the  petition  for  partition  must  be  filed  in  a  Cu'cuit  Court.  (Gross.  Comp. 
p.  469,  sec.  1.)  These  Courts  have  Chancery  jurisdiction.  As  such,  they  have  all,  and 
more  than  all,  the  powers  in  partition  cases,  which  could  have  been  exercised  by 
Courts  of  Chancery  in  England.  (lb.,  p.  471,  sec.  15.)  In  Indiana,  the  Circuit  Courts 
have  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  for  partition  (2  Rev.  St.,  1852,  p.  329);  and  in  the 
exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  is  understood  to  be  a  court  of  law  and  not  of  Chancery. 
(Wilbridge  v.  Case,  2  Carter,  36.)  "  The  action  for  partition  shall,"  in  Iowa,  "  be  by 
equitable  proceedings."   (Sec.  3277  of  Iowa  Code.)    In  Kentucky,  lands  are  parti- 
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eral  jurisdiction,  independent  of  this  statute,  over  proceed- 
ings at  law  and  in  equity.  The  statutory  proceeding  for  par- 
tition was  not,  in  express  terms,  made  either  a  proceeding  at 
law  or  a  proceeding  in  equity.  Some  of  its  modes  of  pro- 
cedure were  like  those  employed  by  courts  of  law;  others 
were  like  those  common  to  courts  of  equity.  One  section  of 
the  statute  stated  that  the  proceedings  authorized  by  the  act 
were  intended  as  a  substitute  for  all  partitions  in  Chancery, 
as  well  as  at  law,  and  authorized  the  Court  to  exercise  equity 
powers,  except  as  therein  otherwise  provided.  Against  the 
validity  of  a  partition  made  under  this  act,  it  was  contended 
that  the  District  Court  ' '  acted  in  the  partition  proceedings 
under  special  authority  conferred  by  statute,  and  was  con- 

tioned  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  County  Court.  (Stanton's  Rev.  St.,  vol.  2, 
p.  100,  sec.  1.)  In  Maine,  partition  is  compelled  "by  wi-it  of  partition  at  common 
law."  (Rev.  St.,  1871,  p.  694,  sec.  1.)  The  chapter  of  the  General  Statutes  of  Massa- 
chusetts, concerning  the  partition  of  lands,  enacts  that  "  persons  holding  lands  as 
joint-tenants,  coparceners,  or  tenants  in  common,  may  be  compelled  to  divide  the 
same,  either  by  writ  of  partition  at  the  common  law,  or  in  the  manner  provided  in 
this  chapter."  (Rev.  St.,  18G0,  p.  698,  sec.  1.)  The  Courts  vested  with  jurisdiction 
in  this  chapter  are  the  Superior  Court  or  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  held  in  the  county 
wherein  the  lands  lie.  (lb.,  sec.  2.)  In  Michigan,  the  application  must  be  made  "to 
the  Cu-cuit  Court  for  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lie,  by  a  bill  in  equity."  (Comp. 
Laws,  ed.  1871,  sec.  6267.)  In  Minnesota,  any  person  entitled  to  partition  may  bring 
an  action  therefor  in  the  District  Court  of  the  proper  county  (Eev.  1866,  p.  532,  sec. 
1;  Rev.  of  1873,  p.  888) ;  while  in  Missowi,  such  action  must  bo  brought  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court.  (Eev.  1865,  p.  611,  sec.  1.)  The  Revised  Code  of  Missisxippi  provides 
that  "  the  Chancery  Courts  of  this  State  shall  have  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  in 
all  proceedings  for  partition,  and  proceedings  shall  in  all  cases  be  commenced  in  the 
Chancery  Court  of  that  county  in  which  the  lands,  or  some  part  thereuf,  sought  to  be 
divided  are  situated."  (Code,  sec.  1811.)  Tlie  Statute  of  Nevada,  in  reference  to 
partition,  is  substantially  like  that  of  California.  (Comp.  Laws,  sec.  1327.)  In  Neic 
Hampshire,  proceedings  for  partition  according  to  the  statutoiy  mode,  are  instituted 
by  filing  a  petition  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  county  in  which  the  estate  to  bo  par- 
titioned lies  (Genl.  Laws,  ed.  1867,  p.  463) ;  but  notwithstanding  the  statute,  the  rem- 
edy by  bill  in  equity  may  still  be  pursued  with  success.  (Whitten  i-.  Whitten,  36  N. 
H.  326.)  In  New  Jersey,  an  application  for  tlio  partition  of  lands  may  bo  made  •'  to 
any  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  Judge  of  any  Circuit  Court  or  court  of  common 
pleas  of  the  county  wherein  such  lands  lie."  (Nixon's  Dig.,  4th  ed.,  666.)  It  may 
also  be  made  in  Chancery.  (lb.,  p.  119,  sec.  3,  and  p.  671,  sec.  26.)  Proceedings  for 
partition  are,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  commenced  by  a  petition  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  or  the  County  Court  of  the  county,  or  in  the  Mayor's  Court  of  the  city  where 
the  premises  are  situated.  (Rev.  St.,  5th  ed.,  vol.  3,  p.  603.)  In  North  Carolina, 
"the  Superior  and  County  Courts,  and  courts  (jf  equity,  on  petition"  appoint  com- 
missioners and  jxjrform  the  other  duties  incumbent  on  courts  in  iK;rf(cting  compul- 
sory partitions.  (Code  of  1854,  ch.  82,  sec.  1.)  In  Ohio,  when  the  premises  to  be 
partitioned  are  situate  in  one  county,  the  proceedings  must  be  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  of  such  county;  when-  the  premises  are  situate  in  tw(j  or  nion,"  countica, 
the  proceedings  may  be  had  in  the  District  Court  •'  when  said  Court  shall  be  in  aes- 
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sequently  quoad  hoc,  an  inferior  or  limited  court;"  and  there- 
fore "  that  the  course  prescribed  by  the  statute  ought  to  have 
been  obsei-ved  mth  at  least  substantial  exactness,  and  every 
fact  necessary  to  show  jurisdiction  ought  to  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  proceedings."  It  was  also  insisted  that  the  Dis- 
trict Court  could  in  such  proceedings  act  only  as  a  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  that  it  must  therefore  be  shown  that  they  were 
' '  conducted  within  the  limits  and  under  the  regulations  of 
equity  jurispiaidence."  The  Supreme  Court,  after  referring 
to  the  principal  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  considering 
them  in  connection  with  the  authority  of  the  District  Court 
independent  of  such  provisions,  concluded  as  follows :  ' '  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  threefold:  1.  It  was  invested 
with  all  the  cumulative  and  special  powers  created  by  the 
statute;    2.    It  retained  all  Chancery  attributes,  except   as 

sion  in  any  one  of  the  counties  where  a  part  of  the  premises  to  be  divided  shall  be 
situate,  or  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  any  one  of  the  counties  where  a  part  of 
such  premises  shall  be  situate  at  the  election  of  the  demandants.  (Swan's  Eev.  St., 
590;  S.  &  C.  Eev.  St.,  893.)  In  Oregon,  proceedings  for  partition  are  classed  among 
suits  in  equity.  (See  Ch.  5,  Tit.  5,  Deady's  Comp.  1864,  p.  25i.)  lu  Pennsylvania, 
the  Supreme  Court  has  "jurisdiction  over  the  whole  commonwealth  as  to  the  granting 
and  proceeding  upon  writs  of  partition."  The  respective  County  Courts  of  Common 
Pleas  have  and  may  exercise  the  same  power  as  Supreme  Courts  as  to  partition. 
(Brightly's  Purdon's  Dig.,  1112,  sees.  1,  2.)  In  the  county  of  Alleghany  in  said  State. 
the  District  Court  for  the  coimty  has  Chancery  jurisdiction  and  powers  in  cases  of 
partition.  (lb.,  593,  sec.  15.)  Like  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  and  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Philadelphia 
county,  over  lands  within  the  city  and  county  of  Philadelphia.  (lb.,  595,  sec.  2933.) 
In  Rhode  Island,  partition  may  be  compelled  by  a  suit  at  law,  or  in  equity.  (Genl. 
St.,  ed.  1872,  p.  519.)  In  South  Carolina,  "  the  Judge  of  Probate  may  exercise  jur- 
isdiction of  all  petitions  for  partition  of  real  estate  where  no  dispute  exists  in  relation 
to  the  title  thereof;  and  when  the  title  to  such  real  estate  is  disputed,  he  shall  refer 
the  same  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  adjudication,  unless  the  parties  shall  consent  to  his 
determination  of  the  same."  (Eev.  St.,  ed.  1873,  p.  531.)  In  Tennessee,  partition 
may  be  made  in  the  County,  Chancery,  or  Circuit  Courts.  (St.  of  Tenn.,  ed.  1871, 
sees.  3266,  3267,  4301,  4205,  4233,  and  4302;  Hopper  v.  Fisher,  2  Head,  253;  Down  v. 
Snelling,  2  Heisk.  484;  Todd  v.  Cannon,  8  Humph.  512.)  Partition  may,  in  Texas, 
be  enforced  ' '  by  such  lawful  method  as  the  party  seeking  such  partition  shall  choose 
or  deem  expedient."  (Sayles'  Tex.  Pr.,  sec.  725;  Paschal's  Dig.,  sec.  4707.)  Part 
owners  of  personal  property  may  also  be  compelled  to  make  partition  thereof.  (Sayles' 
Pr.,  sec.  728;  Paschal's  Dig.,  sees.  4711-4714.)  The  County  Courts  of  Vermont  are 
authorized  to  make  partition  of  real  estate  in  their  respective  counties.  (Genl.  St., 
ed.  1863,  p.  353.)  In  Virginia,  "the  court  of  equity  of  the  county  or  corporation 
wherein  the  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  may  be,  shall  have  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
partition."  (Code  of  Va.,  p.  920,  ed.  1873.)  In  West  Virginia,  this  jurisdiction  is  con- 
fided to  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  respective  counties  (Code  of  West  Va.,  ed.  1868, 
p.  486);  and  this  remark  is  equally  applicable  to  Wisconsin.  (Taylor's  St.  of  Wis., 
p.  1678.) 
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otherwise  provided  by  the  act;  3.  It  retained  all  its  inherent 
common  law  authority  so  far  as  it  could  be  exercised  con- 
sistently with  the  two  preceding  powers.  The  three  jur- 
isdictions are  comprised  in  and  are  more  or  less  exercised  in 
all  partition  suits  under  that  act.  The  requirements  of  the 
statute,  so  far  as  they  are  especially  substituted  for  equity 
and  common  law  proceedings,  are  paramount,  but  beyond 
such  special  substitution,  law  and  Chanceiy  interpose  with 
unabated  and  general  concurrent  authority.  Hence,  we  con- 
clude that  even  in  cases  of  partition  under  our  statute,  the 
District  Court  cannot  be  considered  quoad  hoc,  as  inferior  or 
limited.  The  doctrine  mil  not  be  questioned  that  the  general 
jurisdiction  of  a  Court  cannot  be  taken  away  unless  by  ex- 
press words  of  exclusion.  The  statute  in  question  has  only 
enlarged  and  imited  powers  previously  existing  in  the  Court, 
and  modified  the  proceedings  previously  existing  under  those 
powers,  and  therefore  there  is  no  reason  why  the  same  liberal 
rule  should  not  be  applicable  to  support  the  presumption  that 
the  Court  acted  correctly  and  by  competent  authority."^ 

'  Wright  V.  Marsh,  2  G.  Greene,  104. 
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OF  WHAT  PAETITION   MAY   BE  COMPELLED. 

General  Division  of  the  Subject,  §  430. 

Property  must  be  held  in  Cotenancy,  ^  431. 

Lands  subject  to  Dower,  §  432. 

Difficulty  in  making  Partition.  §  433. 

Incorporeal  Hereditaments,  $  434. 

Mines,  $  435. 

Growing  Timber,  $  436. 

Joinder  of  Parcels,  §  437. 

Property  which  Courts  wiU  not  Partition,  $  438. 

Of  the  Estates  which  may  be  Partitioned,  $  439.  > 

Of  Estates  in  Eeversion  or  Remainder,  §$  440,  441, 

Agreements  not  to  Partition,  §  442. 

Partnership  Property,  §  443. 

Tenancy  by  Entireties,  §  444. 

Community  Property,  $  445, 

g  430.  General  Divisions  of  the  Subject. — We  have  now 
given  some  account  of  the  history  of  compulsory  partition 
both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  have  shown  how  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  courts  of  equity,  though  at  first  exercised  at  rare  in- 
tervals and  in  extreme  cases,  and  without  any  other  justifica- 
tion or  authority  than  that  arising  from  the  notorious 
inadequacy  of  the  remedy  at  law,  and  the  anxiety  of  Chan- 
cery to  compel  cotenants  to  deal  equitably  with  one  another, 
grew  in  favor  until  it  entirely  supplanted  and  led  to  the  stat- 
utory abolition  of  the  common  law  writ  of  partition.  We 
have  also  stated,  in  general  terms,  the  advantages  of  the 
proceeding  in  equity,  upon  which  its  popularity  was  justly 
based;  and  have  shown  that  in  the  United  States  the  subject 
of  compulsory  partition  has  received  legislative  attention, 
whereby  certain  Courts  have  in  each  of  the  States  been  des- 
ignated to  exercise  authority  over  such  partitions.     From 

520 


521  WHAT    MAY    BE    PARTITIONED.  ^  431 

this  point  we  shall  endeavor  to  treat  the  subject  of  compul- 
sory partition,  so  as  to  consider  the  various  questions  con- 
nected therewith  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  order  in  which 
they  would  ordinarily  present  themselves  for  consideration 
in  the  preparation  and  prosecution  of  a  suit.  When  a  par- 
tition has  become  desirable,  we  think  the  question  which  will 
first  require  to  be  determined  is  this:  Is  the  property  of 
which  division  is  sought  subject  to  any  proceeding  for  com- 
pulsory partition?  In  attempting  to  furnish  data  by  the  aid 
of  which  this  question  can  be  answered,  we  shall  consider : 
1st,  what  subjects  of  ownership  may  be  partitioned  among 
the  cotenants  thereof  by  proceedings  for  compulsory  parti- 
tion; 2d,  the  cases  in  which,  though  the  subject-matter  of 
ownership  may  be  liable  to  a  compulsory  partition,  the  par- 
ticular estate  sought  to  be  partitioned  is  not;  and  3d,  express 
or  implied  engagements  between  the  cotenants,  by  which 
their  right  to  enforce  partition  is  suspended  or  destroyed. 

§  431.  Property  must  be  held  in  Cotenancy. — Before 
proceeding  to  consider  what  subjects  of  ownership  may  be 
divided  by  means  of  proceedings  for  compulsory  partition,  it 
is  here  necessary  to  remind  the  reader  that  partition  is  a 
division  of  property  among  the  cotenants  thereof,  and  there- 
fore that  it  is  always  indispensable  that  the  subject  of  every 
compulsory  partition  should  be  held  in  cotenancr/.  It  is  also 
necessary  here  to  reiterate  a  statement  made  in  another  por- 
tion of  the  work,  namely,  that  several  persons  may  together 
own  a  thing  without  being  cotenants  thereof.'  Whenever 
this  happens,  these  persons  are  no  more  entitled  to  an  action 
for  partition  than  though  they  were  owners  of  distinct  pieces 
of  property.  This  is  well  illustrated  by  a  case  decided  in 
the  State  of  Illinois.  The  property  sought  to  be  partitioned 
was  a  brick  building  known  as  the  Morgan  House.  The  de- 
fendant owned  portions  of  the  ground  on  which  the  building 
stood,  and  the  first  story  of  the  building,  subject  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  use  a  specified  cellar,  and  to  pass  to  and 
from  the  same  by  passages  and  doors.  The  defendant  had 
also  the  use  of  a  well,  and  a  right  to  have  certain  passages 

'  Sec.  87. 
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kept  open  for  his   use  around  and  througli  the   premises. 
The  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  having  the  right  to  have  certain 
passages  kept   open  for  his   use,   owned   a   portion   of  the 
ground  under  the  Morgan  House,  together  with  all  the  build- 
ing above  the  first  story.     "The  condition  of  the  property 
being  so  anomalous,  and  causing  much  irritation  and  litiga- 
tion between  the  parties,  McConnel  (plaintiff)  proposed  to 
have  the  property  valued,  and  he  would  give  Kibbe  (defen- 
dant) his  share  of  the  valuation,  or  would  take  from  Kibbe 
his  own  share  of  the  valuation,  so  that  the  property  might  be 
the  exclusive  property  of  the  one  or  the  other;  or  that  a  sale 
should  be  made,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  divided  according 
to  their  respective  interests  in  the  property,  both  of  which 
propositions  Kibbe  declined.     McConnel  then  filed  his  bill 
for  a  partition,  which  on  the  hearing  was  dismissed,  for  the 
reason  that  a  Court  of  Chancery  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject,  there  being  no  joint  estate  in  the  property  shown, 
but  a  separate  estate,  in  separate  and  distinct  parts  thereof, 
as  shown  by  the  deeds."     From  the  decree  of  dismissal  an 
appeal  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  a  judgment 
of  affirmance  was  entered.     Mr.  Justice  Breese  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  in  the  course  of  which  he  said:    "The 
complicated  nature  of  these  several  holdings  is  shown  in  the 
bill,  and  the  litigation  to  which  they  have  given  rise,  and  may 
hereafter  prompt,  is  anfortunate  perhaps  for  both  parties, 
but  we  are  not  aware  of  any  principle  of  law  or  equity  which 
can  compel  either  party  to  dissolve  the  connection,  or  to  part 
with  his  separate  portion  of  the  premises.     We  are  satisfied 
neither  a  court  of  law  nor  equity  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
case  as  presented  by  these  pleadings,  and  accord  with  ap- 
pellee in  the  proposition  that  no  power  exists  to  compel  the 
fusion  of  these  estates,  to  be  followed  by  a  sale  and  finally 
by  a  distribution  of  the  proceeds.     The  idea  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  that  he  and  the  defendant  in  error  hold  this  property 
jointly  is  not  supported  by  the  title  deeds.     They  are  neither 
joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  nor  coparceners,  but  they 
severally,    each   for   himseK,   own   distinct  portions   of  the 
premises,  the  character  of  which  a  Court  of  Chanceiy  has  no 
power  to  change."^ 

'  McConnel  v.  Kibbe,  43  111.  12. 
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§  432.  Lands  held  subject  to  Dower. — A  widow  entitled 
to  dower  is  not  regarded  as  a  cotenant.'  Where  lier  inchoate 
right  of  dower  attached  anterior  to  the  existence  of  the  co- 
tenancy, it  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to 
the  contrary,  be  affected  by  proceedings  in  partition.  Her 
interest  is  not  that  of  a  cotenant,  nor  is  it  in  any  respect  de- 
pendent on  the  interest  of  a  cotenant.  It  is  paramount  to 
the  cotenancy,  and  she  may  have  it  assigned  irrespective  of 
any  voluntary  or  compulsory  division  made  among  the  co- 
tenants.  In  an  early  case  in  New  York,  the  heirs  of  one 
Bradshaw  instituted  proceedings  for  partition  to  which  they 
made  his  widow  a  defendant.  She  was  summoned  to  appear, 
but  disregarded  the  summons,  and  allowed  judgment  to  go 
against  her  by  default.  Aftein\'ards,  she  brought  an  action 
of  dower,  wherein  it  was  held  that  ' '  the  proceedings  under 
the  partition  act  were  null  and  void,  as  respects  the  claim  of 
the  demandant  for  dower.  She  was  not  bound  to  appear  and 
plead;  and  her  not  appearing  cannot  prejudice  her  present 
claim.  The  judgment  in  partition  could  only  affect  her  rights, 
if  any  she  had,  as  a  joint-tenant,  tenant  in  common,  or  in  co- 
parcenary.'"'^  The  same  reason  which,  before  the  assignment 
of  her  dower,  exempts  a  widow  from  the  operation  of  the  law 
of  compulsory  partition,  operates  with  equal  force  after  such 
assignment  has  been  made.  Notwithstanding  the  assignment 
vests  in  her  a  present  estate,  it  does  not  make  her  a  cotenant 
with  the  heirs  of  her  husband.''  When  an  inchoate  right  of 
dower  is  attached  to  a  moiety  instead  of  an  estate  in  severalty, 
it  is  not  paramount  to  the  cotenancy.  It  may  therefore  be 
subjected  to  either  a  voluntary^  or  a  compulsory^  partition 
whereby  it  is  removed  from  the  whole  tract  and  attached  to 
the  purparty  assigned  in  severalty  to  the  husband. 

g  433.  Difficulty  and  hardship  of  making  Partition. — 
Physical  difficulties  in  making  a  division,  arising  from  the  fact 

'  See  80C.  108. 

-  Bradshaw  v.  Callaghan,  5  Johns.  80.  jVfdrmed  on  this  point,  but  reversed  on 
others,  BradBliaw  v.  Callaghan,  8  Johns.  558;  aJso  approved.  Coles  v.  Coles,  15  Johns. 
321;  White  v.  White,  10  Gratt.  2C7. 

'  Clark  V.  Riehardson,  .32  Iowa,  -101. 

*  See  Bcc.  411. 

"  Coles  V.  ColeB,  15  Johns.  321. 


§  433  WHAT    MAY    BE    PARTITIONED.  524 

that  the  property  sought  to  be  divided  is  not  partible,  are 
rarely  if  ever  sufficient  grounds  upon  which  to  deny  a  parti- 
tion. According  to  the  weight  of  the  authorities,  every  co- 
tenant  is  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  demand  a  partition 
of  the  subject  of  the  cotenancy,  and  this  right  cannot  be  de- 
feated by  showing  that  a  partition  wotdd  be  inconvenient,  in- 
jurious, or  even  minous  to  the  parties  in  interest.  An  early 
case  in  Vermont  was  evidently  determined  upon  the  theory 
that  where  partition  could  not  be  made  without  operating, 
practically,  as  a  destruction  of  the  property,  it  would  not  be 
ordered.  The  property  involved  in  this  case,  and  of  which 
partition  was  denied,  was  a  saw-mill  and  utensils,  together 
with  the  mill  yard  and  pond.^  It  is  quite  certain  that  the 
English  Courts  would  have  evinced  no  hesitation  in  acting  in 
a  case  as  difficult  as  that  refeiTed  to  in  Vermont.  According 
to  Mr.  Allnatt,  "  if  there  is  only  one  entire  subject-matter  of 
division,  it  must  be  severed  into  shares,  although  the  diffi- 
culty of  doing  it  should  be  almost  insuperable,  and  although 
it  should  be  attended  with  the  most  palpable  inconvenience 
and  even  destruction;"^  and  certainly  the  authorities  cited 
by  him  fully  sustain  the  rule  which  he  has  thus  announced. 
In  the  first  case  which  he  cites, ^  the  objections  to  the  partition 
made  and  overruled  were:  1st,  that  the  estate  consisted  of 
permitting  the  New  River  Company  to  lay  pipes  through  the 
groimds  in  the  part  of  the  estate  known  as  the  Cold  Bath 
Fields,  which  pipes  were  so  arranged  that  they  could  not  be 
partitioned;  2d,  that  in  the  Cold  Bath  Fields  were  certain 
water  conduits,  drains,  and  springs;  3d,  that  there  were  a 
great  many  leases  expiring  at  different  times,  and  a  great  in- 
equality in  the  goodness,  nature,  and  situation,  as  to  pleasure 
and  convenience,  of  the  several  houses  on  the  estate;  4th, 
that  if  a  partition  were  made,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the 
one  having  the  allotment  on  which  the  bath  was  not  situated, 
by  digging  foundations  for  buildings,  sinking  cellars,  etc, ,  to 
prevent  the  waters  which  supplied  the  bath  from  flowing  to 
it,  whereby  the  value  of  the  bath  would  be  destroyed.     In  a 

'  Brown  v.  Turner,  1  Aik.  353.    See  also  Conant  v.  Smith,  lb.  67;  Miller  v.  Miller, 
13  Pick.  237. 
•-^  AllnaVt  on  Partition,  85;  Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  4th  ed.  1157. 
*  Warner  v.  Baynes,  and  Baynes  v.  Warner,  Amb.  589. 
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very  difl&cult  case  on  a  bill  for  partition  before  Sir  Thomas 
Gierke,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  he  said :  ' '  Such  a  bill  is  a  matter 
of  right,  and  there  is  no  instance  of  not  succeeding  in  it,  but 
where  (there)  is  not  proof  of  title  in  plaintiff."^  In  a  case 
before  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon,  the  subject  of  partition  was  a 
house.  This  house  was  specially  valuable  both  to  the  com- 
plainant and  to  the  defendant :  "to  the  defendant  as  a  shop- 
keeper, and  to  the  complainant  as  contiguous  to  other  estates." 
His  Lordship  had  no  doubt  what  should  be  done,  but  as  the 
partition  seemed  to  be  ruinous  to  the  parties,  and  as  the  com- 
plainant had  made  an  offer  to  buy  or  sell  at  a  specified  price, 
the  case  w^as  continued  "out  of  mercy  to  the  parties,"  to 
"give  the  defendant  time  to  come  into  terms."  Subse- 
quently, the  defendant  not  coming  to  terms,  the  commission 
was  ordered  to  proceed.  When  the  commission  was  exe- 
cuted, ' '  an  exception  was  taken  by  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  commissioners  allotted  to  the  plaintiff  the 
whole  stock  of  chimneys,  all  the  fire-places,  the  only  stair- 
case in  the  house,  and  all  the  conveniences  in  the  yard.  The 
Lord  Chancellor  overruled  the  exception,  saying,  he  did  not 
know  how  to  make  a  better  partition  for  these  parties;  that 
he  granted  the  commission  with  great  reluctance,  but  was 
bound  by  authority ;  and  it  must  be  a  strong  case  to  induce 
the  Court  to  interpose,  as  the  parties  ought  to  agree  to  buy 
and  sell."^  In  the  United  States,  the  manifest  hardship 
arising  from  the  division  of  property  of  an  unpartible  nature 
has  been  generally,  and  almost  universally,  avoided  by 
statutory  j^rovisions  authorizing  the  sale  of  property  when 
its  division  Avould  tend  to  greatly  depreciate  its  value,  or 
otherwise  to  seriously  prejudice  the  interests  of  the  coten- 
ants;  but  enough  may  be  gathered  from  the  American  de- 
cisions to  show  that  they  in  general  indorse  the  English  ad- 
judications on  this  subject,  and  that  the  American  Courts, 
whenever  their  responsibility  had  not  been  lessened  by  stat- 
iite,  followed  the  English  Judges,  and  directed  partitions  to 
be  made  irrespective  of  the  consequences.     The  Supreme 

'  Parker  v.  Gerard,  Amb.  236.  For  other  extreme  cases,  see  Norris  v.  Lo  Neve,  3 
Atk.  83;  Manaton  v.  Squire,  2  Ch.  Cas.  237;  Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  lloruby,  1  P.  Wms, 
44C;  Agar  v.  Fairfax,  and  Agar  v.  Holdawortb,  17  Vea.  533. 

-  Turner  v.  Morgan,  8  VeH.  143. 
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Court  of  Maine,  on  an  application  for  the  partition  of  a  mill 
and  mill  privilege,  after  examining  the  authorities  then  exist- 
ing on  the  subject,  said:  "We  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
if  the  petitioner,  as  he  alleges,  is  interested  with  others  as 
tenants  in  common  in  the  real  estate  described  in  his  peti- 
tion, he  may  claim  of  right  to  have  partition  made  and  his 
share  set  off  and  divided  from  the  rest,  however  inconvenient 
it  may  be  to  make  such  partition,  or  however  much  the  other 
cotenants  or  the  common  property  may  be  injured  thereby."' 
This  general  language  is  in  harmony  with  that  employed  both 
before  and  since  in  other  American  Courts.^  Partition  in 
some  form,  unless  waived  by  an  agreement  between  the  co- 
tenants,  is  something  to  which  each  has  an  absolute  and  un- 
conditional right.  In  invoking  the  aid  of  a  Court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction  to  enforce  this  right,  he  need  not  show  any 
special  cause  for  the  partition.  That  he  is  a  cotenant  and 
no  longer  wishes  to  remain  so,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 
relief."  If  the  situation  and  character  of  the  property  are 
such  that  the  Court  will  not  order  it  to  be  divided,  then  it 
must  be  sold.  For  partition  either  by  a  division  of  the  prop- 
eity  or  by  its  sale  and  a  division  of  the  proceeds,  is  a  matter 
of  absokite  right,  against  which  no  considerations  of  hard- 
ship, inconvenience,  or  loss,  on  the  part  of  the  other  coten- 
ants, can  prevail.*  But  Courts  will  make  a  division  of  the 
property  whenever  they  can  do  so  without  great  detriment  to 
the  parties  in  interest.  When  the  property  is  not  susceptible 
of  a  division  so  as  to  assign  each  cotenant  a  part  to  hold  in 
severalty,  a  court  of  equity  maj'  interpose  and  regulate  the 
enjoyment  of  the  whole  property  in  such  manner  as  it  deems 
most  just.  Partition  may  be  made  of  water  rights,*  of  mills 
and  mill  privileges,"  and  of  mines. ^ 

'  Hauson  v.  Willard,  12  Me.  147. 

^  Ledbetterv.  Gash,  8  Ired.  462;  Steedman  «.  Weeks,  2  Sh'ob.  Eq.  14G;  Crompton 
r.  Ulmcr,  2  Nott  &  McC.  432;  DonneS  i'.  Mateer,  7  Ired.  Eq.  94;  Scovil  v.  Kennedy, 
14  Conn.  360;  Smiih  v.  Smith.  10  Pai.  473;  Wood  v.  Little,  35  Me.  110. 

"  BracKey  r.  Harbness,  26  t;al.  77;  Lake  v.  Garret,  12  Ind.  395. 

*  Hartanann  v.  Hartmann.  59  111.  103;  Koystou  v.  Koyston,  13  Geo.  425;  Higginbot- 
tom  V.  Short,  25  Miss.  160. 

s  Morrill  v.  Moirill,  5  N.  H.  134;  Monroe  v.  Gates,  48  Me.  467;  Smith  v.  Smith,  10 
Pai.  470;  McGilhoi'ay  v.  Evans,  27  Cal.  96. 

«  Hanson  v.  Willard,  12  Me.  142. 

'  Adam  v.  Briggs  Iron  Co.  7  Ciwh.  3C5. 
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§  434.  Incorporeal  Hereditaments. — Incorporeal  as  well 
as  coi'poreal  property  may  be  the  subject  of  jiroceedings  for 
partition  in  equity.'  Upon  a  bill  in  Chancer}'  to  have  parti- 
tion of  an  advowson  by  alternate  presentations,  the  Court  de- 
clared the  parties  entitled  to  partition,  and  directed  a  decree 
of  partition  to  be  entered  requiring  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant to  mutually  execute  conveyances  ' '  to  each  other,  so  that 
plaintiff'  may  hold  one  moiety  of  the  advowson  to  him  and 
his  heirs,  and  the  defendant  the  other  moiety  to  her  and  her 
heirs,  as  tenants  thereof  in  severalty  respectively;"  and  that 
in  such  conveyance  a  clause  should  be  inserted,  "that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  heirs  and  the  defendant  and  her  heirs  should 
present  by  alternate  turns.  "^  To  a  bill  seeking  a  partition  of 
tithes,  a  demurrer  was  interposed,  whereupon  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor (Hardwicke)  said:  "An  ejectment  will  lie  of  tithes;  of 
which  execution  is  a  writ  of  possession;  and  the  sheriff  may 
do  as  much  on  partition  as  on  a  writ  of  possession  on  eject- 
ment. This  is  not  casual,  whether  tithes  will  rise  or  not.  I 
do  not  doubt  but  that  this  Court  can  divide  them,  as  it  may 
several  things,  which  cannot  at  law.  Overrule  the  demurrer 
therefore."^  But  there  are  certain  incorporeal  hereditaments 
of  which  it  seems  no  partition  will  be  ordered.  These  are 
generally,  if  not  universally,  included  in  that  class  of  prop- 
erty of  which  division  cannot  be  made  without  prejudice  to 
the  interests  of  strangers  to  the  cotenancy-.  They  embrace 
reasonable  estovers,  corodies  uncertain,  piscaries  uncertain, 
and  commons  saims  tiomhy^e^  The  reason  why  a  piscary  un- 
certain or  a  common  sauns  nombre  cannot  be  divided  is  that 
such  division  would  multiply  the  interest  originally  granted, 
and  inflict  on  the  grantor  a  hardship  never  contemplated  by 
him  in  making  the  grant.''  "It  seems  to  be  Avell  settled  that 
common  of  estovers  cannot  be  divided  or  apportioned.  The 
reason  given  is,  that  it  would  necessarily  lead  to  surcharging 
the  land  from  which  they  are  taken.     More  fuel,  fences,  and 

'  Baiky  n.  ,Sih«on,  1  II.  I.  233. 

-  Bodicoato  v.  Stccrw,  1  Dick.  09.    Sc*  albo  Matthews  v.  Bishop  of  Bath,  2  Dick. 
G52;  and  Bulkr  v.  Bishop  of  Exeter,  1  Vca.  Sr.  340. 
^  Baxter  i'.  Kiiowlcs,  1  Yes.  Br.  494. 
«  Co.  Litt.  165  a. 
*  Allnatt  on  Partitiou,  8. 
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buildings,  would  be  requisite  for  a  number  of  tenants  than 
for  one."' 

g  435.  Mining  Interests, — Under  a  statute  providing  that 
when  two  or  more  persons  hold  any  lands,  tenements,  or  her- 
editaments, as  cotenants,  in  which  one  or  more  of  them  have 
an  estate  of  inheritance,  etc.,  any  one  of  them  may  apply  for 
a  partition,  it  has  been  held  that  cotenants  of  a  right  to  mine 
may  apply  and  have  their  property  partitioned.  Thus,  in 
New  York,  the  owner  of  certain  lands  conveyed  all  the  mines, 
ores,  minerals,  and  metals  lying  in  the  lands,  with  the  right 
to  raise,  work,  and  carry  away  said  mines,  ores,  minerals, 
and  metals,  to  have  and  to  hold  unto  the  grantees  named  in 
the  conveyance  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  An  ap- 
plication for  the  partition  of  the  estate  thus  granted  was  op- 
posed on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  an  estate  of  inheritance. 
The  Supreme  Court  determined  that  it  was  not  only  an  estate 
of  inheritance  but  also  an  estate  in  fee-simple;  that  although 
there  cannot  be  two  ' '  fee-simples  absolute  in  one  and  the 
self -same  land,"  yet  that  "the  mines,  ores,  and  minerals  be- 
ing land,  a  man  may  have  a  fee-simple  in  them  as  well  as  he 
who  holds  the  soil  that  remains  unconveyed  may  have  a  fee- 
simple,  for  they  are  not  the  self-same  land. "  The  Court  also 
distinguished  the  case  before  them  from  the  case  of  Lord 
Mountjoy,  referred  to  by  Lord  Coke,  and  showed  the  differ- 
ence between  the  two  cases  to  be  this :  that  in  Lord  Mount- 
joy's  case,  the  grant  was  of  a  mere  permission  to  dig,  etc., 
and  notwithstanding  this  grant,  the  grantor  might  also  dig 
ad  libitum.  The  right  granted  as  well  as  the  right  retained 
was  uncertain;  and  uncertain  interests  could  not  be  parti- 
tioned. But  in  the  case  before  the  Court,  all  the  ores,  min- 
erals, etc.,  were  granted.  It  was  therefore  immaterial  to  the 
grantor  whether  the  property  or  right  granted  was  thereafter 
held  by  one  person  or  by  fifty."  In  California,  the  interests 
of  miners  in  mines  situate  upon  lands  belonging  to  the  United 
States  have  always  been  regarded  as  legal  estates  of  freehold." 

'  Livingston  i'.  Ketcham,  1  Barb.  597. 
•''  Canfield  v.  Ford,  16  How.  Pr.  473;  S.  C.  28  Barb.  336. 

3  Merritt  v.  Judd,  14  Cal.  64;  Merced  Mining  Co.  v.  Fremont,  7  Cal.  319;  Watts  v. 
White,  13  Cal.  324;  McKeon  v.  Bisbee,  9  Cal.  142. 
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They  are  therefore  liable  to  partition  under  the  statute  of 
that  State,  which  is  substantially  like  that  of  New  York.* 
But  where  the  interest  sought  to  be  partitioned  is  not  a  dis- 
tinct right  of  property  in  the  mines,  but  a  mere  license  to 
mine  in  the  lands  of  another,  "it  is  indivisible,  because  a 
division  of  the  right  would  create  new  rights,  and  would  pre- 
judice the  owners  of  the  soil.* 

§  436.  Gro-wing  Timber. — The  right  to  growing  timber 
constitutes  an  estate  very  similar  in  its  nature  to  that  which 
we  have  considered  in  the  preceding  section.  In  South  Caro- 
lina, the  owner  of  certain  lands,  by  his  deed,  sold  and  con- 
veyed * '  one-half  of  all  the  timber  suitable  for  sawing  lumber 
on  said  lands  together  with  all  the  right  and  privilege  of  cut- 
ting said  timber,  with  the  privilege  of  roads  to  and  through 
the  lands  for  the  pui*poses  of  hauling  said  timber."  The 
grantor  and  the  grantee  soon  became  involved  in  contention 
and  difficulty  in  regard  to  the  timber,  when  the  latter  applied 
to  a  court  of  equity  for  a  partition.  This  the  grantor  resisted, 
claiming  that  the  interest  in  controversy  was  not  subject  to 
partition.  Upon  appeal,  it  was  held  that  as  Chancery  had 
jurisdiction  over  both  real  and  personal  property,  it  would 
order  a  partition,  and  that  it  was  not  material  to  inquire 
' '  what  was  the  character  of  the  complainant's  estate — whether 
real  or  personal — whether  tenement  or  hereditament — whether 
savouring  of  the  realty  or  altogether  personal."^ 

g  437.     Several  tracts  or  parcels  of  land  may  together 

form  the  s'ubject-matter  of  a  single  proceeding  for  compul- 
sory partition.^  But  in  order  to  justify  the  union  of  several 
parcels  in  one  suit,  each  j)arcel  must  be  owned  by  the  same 
pei-sons.^  If,  however,  the  cotenants  of  each  tract  be  the 
same,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  interest  of  each  one  should 
be  of  the  same  quantity  in  each  tract.  Hence,  A,  being  the 
owner  of  two-thirds  of  Black  Acre  and  one-third  of  White 
Acre,  may,  in  one  suit,  compel  partition  of  both  tracts  against 

'  Hughes  V.  Devlin,  23  Cal.  505;  Rockwell  on  Mines,  548. 
^  Steedman  v.  Weeks,  2  Strob.  Eq.  146. 
^  Hagar  v.  Wiawall,  10  Pick.  152. 

'  Kitchen  v.  Sheets,  1  Carter,  133;  Browuwcll  v.  Bradley,  IC  Vt.  106;  Hunnewell  v. 
Taylor,  3  Gray,  112. 

C.  &  p.— 34 
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B,  who  owns  one-third  of  the  former  tract  and  two-thirds  of 
the  latter.' 

g  438.  Property  of  -which  Partition  -will  not  be  Or- 
dered.— As  neither  mere  difficult}-  in  making  a  division  of 
property,  nor  inconvenience,  nor  pecuniary  loss  likely  to  be 
produced  by  the  division  or  sale  thereof,  suffice  to  bar  a  co- 
tenant's  right  to  partition,  it  is  evident  that  if  a  bar  to  such 
right  anywhere  exists,  it  is  useless  to  seek  for  it  either  in  the 
non-partible  character  of  the  subject  of  the  cotenancy,  or  in 
considerations  having  reference  to  the  pecuniary  welfare  of 
the  cotenants.  We  think  that  if  any  species  of  corporeal 
property  is  not  now  subject  to  proceedings  for  compulsory 
partition,  it  embraces  only  those  things  the  division  of  which 
would  be  against  public  right  or  policy,  or  would  tend  to  im- 
pair some  paramount  right  es^isting  in  a  stranger  to  the  co- 
tenancy, or  would  outrage  the  public  sense  of 'propriety,  de- 
cency, and  good  morals.  Of  the  things  which  cannot  be 
divided  because  the  division  would  work  detriment  to  the 
public,  Lord  Coke  produces  an  instance  where  he  says:  "If 
a  castle  that  is  used  for  the  necessary  defence  of  the  realme, 
descend  to  two  or  more  coparceners,  this  castle  might  be 
divided  by  chambers  and  roomes,  as  other  houses  be.  But 
yet,  for  that  it  is  pro  bono  publico  et  pro  defensione  regni,  it 
shall  not  be  divided."^  Lord  Coke  also  mentions  the  follow- 
ing instance  in  which  partition  cannot  be  made  because  it 
would  prejudice  the  rights  of  a  stranger  to  the  cotenancy: 
"The  lord  Bloiinijoy,  seized  of  the  manner  of  Canford  in  fee, 
did  by  deed  indented  and  inrolled  bargaine  and  sell  the  same 
to  Browne  in  fee,  in  which  indenture  this  clause  was  con- 
tained :  Provided  alwayes,  and  the  said  Browne  did  covenant 
and  grant  to  and  with  the  said  lord  Mountjoy,  his  heires  and 
assignes,  that  the  lord  Mount  joy,  his  heires  and  assignes, 
might  dig  for  ore  in  the  lands  (which  were  greate  wasts)  par- 
cell  of  the  said  mannor,  and  to  dig  turfe  also  for  the  making 
of  allome.  And  in  this  case  three  poynts  were  resolved  by  all 
the  judges.  First,  that  this  did  amount  to  a  grant  of  an  in- 
terest and  inheritance  to  the  lord  Mountjoy  to  digge,  <fcc. 

'  Halton  V.  Earl  of  Tlianet,  2  W.  Bla.  1134:  Hunnewoll  v.  Taylor,  3  Gray,  112. 

■"■  Co.  Litt.  165  n. 
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Secondly,  that  notwithstanding  this  grant,  BroviTie  his  heires 
and  assignes  might  dig  also,  and  like  to  the  case  of  common 
sauns  noniher.  Thirdly,  that  the  lord  Mouutjoy  might  assigne 
his  whole  interest  to  one,  two,  or  more;  but  then,  if  there  be 
two  or  more,  they  could  make  no  divissiou  of  it  but  work  to- 
gether with  one  stock;  neither  could  the  lord  Mountjoy  as- 
signe his  interest  in  any  part  of  the  wast  to  one  or  more,  for 
that  might  •\\"ork  a  prejudice  and  a  surcharge  to  the  tenant  of 
the  land;  and  therefore  if  such  an  incertaine  inheritance  de- 
scendith  to  two  coparceners,  it  cannot  be  divided  betweene 
them."'  An  action  of  partition  brought  in  Pennsylvania  by 
one  church  against  another  seeking  the  division  or  sale  of  a 
graveyard,  furnishes  a  good  illustration  of  a  species  of  prop- 
erty over  which  Courts  will  refuse  to  act,  because,  in  so  do- 
ing, they  would  outrage  the  public  sense  of  propriety  and 
decency.  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  evidence  disclosed  that 
the  two  religious  corporations  had  at  an  early  period  united 
their  means,  and  had  thereby  procured  certain  real  estate ; 
that  they,  in  pursuance  of  their  original  design,  erected  a 
chui'ch  on  their  land  and  used  the  same  in  common ;  that  the 
lands  adjacent  to  the  church  had  long  been  used  as  a  grave- 
yard; and  finally,  that  the  parties  were  no  longer  able  to  use 
their  property  without  discord  and  contention.  After  stating 
the  evidence.  Woodward,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  said:  "But  what  can  the  law  do  for  parties 
in  such  imhappy  circumstances?  Divide  their  property,  say 
these  plaintiffs.  The  laAV  of  partition  in  Pennsylvania  is 
adapted  to  every  exigence  of  tenancies  in  common;  for,  if 
the  property  cannot  be  parted  without  prejudice,  it  may  be 
put  into  the  market  and  sold,  and  in  general  partition  is  a 
right  of  tenants  in  common.  Yet  circumstances  of  their  own 
creation  will  sometimes  induce  the  Courts  to  deny  them  this 
right,  a  striking  instance  of  which  may  be  seen  in  Coleman 
V.  Coleman,  7  Harris,  100.  Here  we  have  circumstances  es- 
sentially different,  l)ut  equally  dissuasive  from  granting  par- 
tition. The  members  of  two  religious  societies,  under  ar- 
ticles of  association  which  look  to  a  permanent  and  inter- 
minable union,  erect  a  church  and  establish  a  burying-grouud. 

'  Co.  Litt.  165  f». 
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A  whole  generation  liave  worshipped  in  the  church  and  now 
sleep  in  that  ground.     Their  children  and  successors  being 
unable  longer  to  enjoy  the  house  of  worship  together,  it  is 
proposed  to  make  partition.     The  Lutheran  portion  object  to 
this,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  unable  to  take  the  property 
at  a  valuation  and  pay  for  it,  and  are  unwilling  that  the  altar 
and  the  graves  of  their  fathers  should  be  brought  to  public 
vendue.    We  think  their  objection  well  grounded  and  worthy 
of  respect.    The  church  could  not  be  divided,  and  to  separate 
it  from  the  burial-places  would  only  be  a  species  of  sacrilege, 
but  would  materially  impair  the  value  of  both  parts  of  the 
property.     The  only  form  in  which  the  partition  asked  for 
could  be  made  would  be  by  public   sale;   and  what  would 
these   graves,  of   inestimable   value   to    surviving   relatives, 
fetch  in  market?     They  would  prove  a  prejudice  to  the  prop- 
erty and  would  depreciate  its  price.     And  then,  in  the  hands 
of  a  purchaser,  they  would  be  almost  sure  of   desecration. 
Pennsylvania,  with  a  refined  and  elevated  sense  of  what  is 
due  to  both  the  dead  and  the  living,  has  forbidden,  by  stat- 
ute, the  opening  of   streets,  lanes,  alleys,  or  public  roads, 
through  any  burial-ground  or  cemetery,  and  has  provided  a 
penalty  for  wilful  injuries  done  to  graveyards — not  only  to 
the  tombstones  and  fence-railings,  but  even  to  the  shrubs 
and  plants  which  bereaved  love  cultivates  in  such  places. 
The  sentiment  is  sound,  and  has  the  sanction  of  mankind  in 
all  ages  which  regards  the  resting-place  of  the  dead  as  hal- 
lowed ground— not  subject  to  the  laws  of  ordinary  property, 
nor  liable  to  be  devoted  to  common  uses.    We  do  but  express 
the  concurrence  in  this  sentiment  which  we  feel,  when  we 
hold  that  a  church  and  burial-ground  situated  as  these  now 
under  consideration,  and  owned  by  distinct  religious  societies 
as  tenants  in  common,  are  not  within  the  spirit  and  meaning 
of  the  statutes  of  partition."' 

§  439.     Of  the  Estates  -which  may  be  Partitioned. — The 

statute  of  31  Henry  YIII.,  conferring  upon  joint-tenants  and 
tenants  in  common  the  right  to  partition,  was  limited  in  its 
operation  to  estates  of  inheritance  in  manors,  lands,  tene- 

'  Brown  y.  Lutheran  Church,  23  Penn.  St.  500. 
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ments,  and  hereditaments.  The  remedy  given  by  this  statute 
Avas  analogous  to  that  before  open  to  parceners  by  the  writ  of 
partition.^  The  statute  of  32  Henry  VIII.  extended  the 
remedy  to  estates  for  term  of  life  or  years,  and  also  to  estates 
in  -which  some  of  the  cotenants  held  for  term  of  life  or  years 
and  others  held  estates  of  inheritance.  At  the  common  law, 
none  but  parties  having  estates  in  possession  were  bound  by 
the  judgment.  It  could  not  affect  estates  in  remainder  or 
contingency.'-  "Estates  at  will  were  not  within  either  of  the 
statutes  referred  to;  therefore,  no  writ  of  partition  could  be 
sued  out  against  the  tenant  of  such  an  estate.  '  'A  copyholder, 
therefore,  although  of  inheritance,  shall  not  have  Avrit  under 
these  statutes.  In  short,  no  person  can  have  it,  unless  his 
estate  be,  at  least,  one  for  years,  in  freehold  lands  properly  so 
called,  as  contradistinguished  from  lands  held  by  base  ten- 
ure."^ Courts  of  equity,  as  has  been  shown,^  on  account  of 
the  absence  of  any  remedy  at  law,  have  long  assumed  and 
exercised  jurisdiction  over  the  partition  of  pei"sonal  property. 
A  similar  reason  might  have  justified  a  similar  assumption  in 
the  case  of  copyhold  estates.  But,  notwithstanding  some 
doubts  expressed  upon  the  subject,  it  seems  clear  that  Chan- 
cery never  exercised  any  authority  over  copyhold  estates,'* 
(except  when  they  were  connected  with  freehold  estates,) 
until  jurisdiction  was  granted  to  it  by  statute  4  and  5  Vict., 
ch.  35,  sec.  85.  According  to  Mr.  Allnatt,  it  may  now  "be 
stated  as  a  general  proposition,  that  partition  will  be  decreed 
for  and  against  such  persons  as  are  able  to  convey  their  un- 
divided shares,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  partition.  If 
persons  seized  of  particular  estates,  together  with  the  rever- 
sioners or  remainder-men,  are  made  parties,  partition  may 
well  be  made,  because  they  are  together  competent  to  convey 
the  whole  interest.  But  if  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man 
is  not  joined,  then,  although  partition  will  be  decreed,  be- 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  57. 

-  Bipsbam's  Principles  of  Equity,  hlc.  488.  When  partition  was  made  l)y  teuanta 
for  lil(!  or  for  years,  it  was  necessary,  to  make  tlie  partition  absolute,  to  liavo  another 
writ  a;,'ainst  tbe  remainder-man,  when  bis  estate  earac  into  possession.    Allnatt,  64. 

=*  Allnatt  on  Partition,  G2 

^  See  sec.  42C. 

^  Scott  v.  Fawcett,  1  Dick,  299;  Horncastle  r.  Obarli'swortb,  II  Sim.  315;  Joiw  w. 
Morshead,  G  Boav.  213. 
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cause  the  particular  tenant  would  be  entitled  to  it  at  law,  yet 
it  will  only  be  of  temporary  duration."'  Courts  of  equity 
regard  equitable  titles  as  true  and  perfect.  They  will  there- 
fore recognize  those  titles  and  deal  with  them  in  proceedings 
for  partition. 2  In  one  respect,  their  jurisdiction  over  such 
titles  is  more  ample  than  over  legal  titles;  for  if  a  dispute 
arises  in  reference  to  a  legal  title,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
undertake  to  determine  it,  but  will  send  the  parties  to  law  to 
have  the  doubtful  legal  title  litigated  and  settled.  But  if  in 
the  progress  of  a  partition  in  Chancery,  a  question  arises  in 
reference  to  an  equitable  title,  it  cannot  be  sent  to  law,  be- 
cause it  is  the  proper  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  investi- 
gate equitable  titles,  and  if  found  worthy,  to  give  them  its 
recognition  and  support.^  Hence,  in  one  instance,  a  court  of 
equity  decreed  a  partition  of  lands  held  by  the  defendant 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  because  the  question  between  the 
parties  was  in  reference  to  the  equitable  title,  and  the  Court 
having  obtained  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
that  question,  could  see  "no  reason  for  suspending  the  pro- 
ceedings short  of  complete  justice  between  the  parties."* 
Equity  may  proceed  to  make  partition  between  owners  of  the 
equitable  titles,  without  bringing  before  the  Court  those  in 
whom  the  legal  title  is  vested;^  but  at  law,  where  the  estate 
sought  to  be  divided  is  equitable  only,  no  writ  of  partition 
can  be  sustained.** 

g  440.  Estates  in  Reversion  or  Remainder. — The  mis- 
chief attending  the  ownership  of  estates  in  cotenancy,  which 
the  various  statutes  of  j)artition  were  intended  to  avoid,  was 
that  which  arose  from  disputes  in  regard  to  the  occupancy  of 
lands.  Independent  of  these  statutes,  it  was  possible  for 
each  cotenant  to  harass  the  others  beyond  endurance  through 
a  vicious  assertion  of  his  undoubted  right  to  be  in  possession 

'  Allnatt  on  Partition,  91.  , 

■^  Hitchcock  V.  Skinner,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  24. 

3  Coxe  V.  Smith,  4  Johns.  Ch.  276;  Cartwright  v.  Pultney,  2  Atk.  380;  Swan  v.  Swan, 
8  Price,  518,  Welch  v.  Anderson,  28  Mo.  293;  Herbert  v.  Smith,  6  Lans.  493;  Faust  v. 
Moorman,  2  Carter,  20;  Carter  v.  Taylor.  3  Head,  35;  Leverton  v.  Waters,  7  Cold.  23; 
Almony  v.  Hicks,  3  Head,  39. 

'  Hosford  I'.  Merwin,  5  Barb.  62. 

f-  Selden  *'.  Vermilya.  2  Sandf.  577;  S.  C.  9  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  83. 

«  Coale  )'.  Barney.  1  G.  <V  J.  341. 
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of  every  part  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy.  No  one  of  the 
cotenants  could  use  or  cultivate  any  specified  part  of  the  com- 
mon lands  to  the  exclusion  of  his  fellow-tenants;  and  hence 
neither  cotenant  had  that  incentive  to  improve  or  even  to  cul- 
tivate the  lands  of  the  cotenancy  which  would  invariably  at- 
tend a  tenancy  in  severalty.  Through  the  operation  of  the  writ 
of  partition,  it  was  intended  that  the  undivided  possession 
should  be  severed,  and  that  each  person  having  the  right  to 
be  in  possession  of  the  whole  property  should  exchange  that 
right  for  one  more  exclusive  in  its  nature,  whereby,  during 
the  continuance  of  his  estate,  he  should  be  entitled  to  the 
sole  use  and  enjoyment  of  some  specific  purparty.  But  per- 
sons having  estates  in  land  under  Avhich  they  had  no  right  to 
possession,  were,  in  no  respect,  inconvenienced  or  damnified 
by  the  undivided  possession  held  by  others.  Tenants  of 
estates  in  reversion  or  in  remainder  were  not  jpermitted  to 
interfere  with  tenants  in  possession,  because  the  former  had 
no  reason  to  interest  themselves  concerning  the  manner  in 
which  the  estates  of  the  latter  should  be  enjoyed.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  equally  certain  that  tenants  in  possession 
were  at  law  in  their  power  to  compel  partition  confined  to  their 
particular  estates,  and  could  do  nothing  towards  effecting  a 
severance  of  estates  in  remainder  or  reversion.  It  was  the 
invariable  rule  at  the  common  law,  .and  also  under  the  Eng- 
lish statutes,  that  estates  in  remainder  or  reversion  could  not 
be  divided  by  proceedings  for  a  compulsory  partition;  and 
this  is  still  the  rule  under  some  of  the  American  statutes  upon 
this  subject.'  Equity,  in  assuming  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  courts  of  law  over  the  subject  of  partition,  generally  re- 
fused to  extend  its  authority  over  any  species  of  property  of 
which  no  partition  could  bo  had  at  law.  To  this  rule  personal 
property  formed  an  exception.  The  quotation  made  in  the 
preceding  section  from  Mr.  Allnatt's  Treatise  on  Partition, 
stating  that  partition  will  be  decreed  for  and  against  such 
persons  as  are  able  to  convey  their  respective  interests,  is,  so 
far  as  estates  in  reversion  or  remainder  are  concerned,  cer- 

'  StevenH  v.  Ender«,  1  Green.  .\.  J.  273;  Culver  v.  Culver,  2  Itoot,  278;  rackard  v. 
Packard,  IG  Pick.  194;  Ziegl.r  v.  Grim,  (J  Watts,  lOG;  Baldwin  v.  Aldrick,  31  Vt.  532; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  8  N.  II.  94;  Norment  v.  Wilwon,  5  Humph.  310;  Robertson  v.  Rob- 
ertson, 2  Swan,  201. 
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tainly  inaccurate.  There  is  no  doubt  that  in  England  a  re- 
versioner or  remainder-man  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity 
for  pai-tition,  and  that  equity  will  not  take  jurisdiction  to 
partition  an  estate  in  reversion  or  remainder  disconnected 
from  an  estate  in  possession.^ 

g  441.  States  in  which  Partition  may  be  had  of 
Estates  in  Reversion  or  Remainder. — In  New  York,  after 
several  decisions  to  the  contrary,  it  was  determined  that  the 
statutes  of  that  State  authorized  a  partition  to  be  made  at 
the  instance  of  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  vested  remainder, 
and  this  whether  the  present  estate  were  held  in  cotenancy  or 
in  severalty.^  But  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  contingent  re- 
mainder, as  he  may  never  have  any  interest  in  the  property, 
is  not  entitled  to  a  pai-tition  even  in  New  York.^  In  Illinois, 
the  statute  provides  for  partition,  on  the  petition  of  any  one 
or  more  of  the  persons  interested;  and  that  the  petition  shall 
set  forth  the  rights  and  titles  of  all  the  parties  in  interest,  in- 
cluding tenants  for  years,  for  life,  by  curtesy,  or  in  dower, 
and  of  persons  entitled  to  the  remainder  or  reversion.  It 
was  held  that  as  this  statute  contained  nothing  requiring  that 
the  applicant  should  have  an  estate  entitJing  him  to  be  in 
possession,  and  as  it  clearly  contemplated  bringing  before 
the  Court  the  owner  of  the  life  estate,  it  must  be  construed 
as  authorizing  a  reversioner  or  remainder-man  to  maintain  a 
suit  for  partition  against  the  owner  of  the  remaining  un- 
divided interest  in  reversion  or  remainder,  although  the 
whole  premises  were  subject  to  an  unexpired  life  estate.*  A 
like  construction  was  given  to  a  similar  statute  in  Minnesota.'^ 

g  442.  Agreements  not  to  Partition. — We  have  spoken 
of  the  right  of  partition  as  an  absolute  right  incident  to 
every  species  cotenancy,  (except  that  dependent  for  its 
creation  and  continuance  on  the  marital  relations  of  the  co- 
tenants,)  and  as  yielding  to  no  considerations  of  hardship  or 
inconvenience.     In  so  speaking,  we  have  had  in  view  the  law 

'  Evans  v.  Bagshaw,  L.  K.  8.  Eq.  469;  aflai-med,  L.  E.  5  Cli.  Ap.  340. 

•'  Blakely  v.  Calder,  15  N.  Y.  623. 

^  Woodruff  V.  Cook,  47  Barb.  309. 

*  ScovUle  V.  Hilliard,  48  lU.  453;  Hilliard  v.  Scoville,  52  111.  449. 

»  Cook  V.  Webb,  19  Minn.  170. 
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of  cotenancy  and  partition  as  it  exists  independent  of  express 
or  implied  agreements  between  the  respective  parties  in  in- 
terest. There  are  cases  from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that 
the  right  to  partition  cannot  be  waived,  and  thi.it,  to  an  ap- 
plication for  partition,  no  other  defense  will  be  noticed  by 
the  Courts  than  that  the  pai*ties  do  not  hold  the  property  to- 
gether and  undivided.  In  Massachusetts,  the  defendants 
presented  a  plea  in  bar,  by  which  they  denied  the  petitioner's 
right  to  partition,  because  the  lands  to  be  divided  belonged 
to  the  proprietors  of  the  common  and  undivided  lands  on  the 
Island  of  Nantucket;  that  such  proprietors,  "from  the  time 
whereof  the  memoiy  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,"  had 
been  an  ancient  body  politic  and  corporate,  and  had,  dming 
all  the  time,  been  invested  with  the  exclusive  right,  at  their 
corporate  meetings,  to  divide,  dispose  of,  manage,  and  im- 
prove their  common  lands  in  such  manner  as  they  should 
deem  just  and  equitable;  and  that,  during  all  such  time,  it 
had  never  been  competent  for  any  member  of  the  corporation 
to  have  any  of  the  lands  set  ofT  or  divided  to  him  by  petition 
for  partition.  In  reference  to  this  plea,  the  Court  said: 
* '  Such  a  prescription  as  is  attempted  to  be  set  up  is  against 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  cannot  be  supported.  It  is  essential 
to  an  estate  in  common  to  be  subject  to  partition."'  In  this 
case,  it  is  true,  no  agreement  against  partition  was  attempted 
to  be  asserted.  But  the  theory  upon  which  the  Court  acted 
seems  to  be  this :  that  anything  militating  against  the  right 
of  partition  is  so  repugnant  to  the  essential  characteristics 
of  cotenancy  that  it  cannot  be  allowed  to  prevail  under  any 
circumstances.  The  civil  law  refused  to  enforce  agreements 
pei*petually  waving  the  right  to  partition,  and  gave  an  excel- 
lent reason  for  so  refusing.  According  to  Domat :  "  It  is 
always  free  for  every  one  of  those  who  have  anything  in  com- 
mon among  tnem  to  divide  it,  and  although  they  may  agree 
to  put  off  the  partition  to  a  certain  time,  yet  they  can  make 
no  such  agreement  as  never  to  come  to  a  partition.  For  it 
would  be  contrary  to  good  manners  that  the  proprietors 
should  be  forced  to  ha^o  alwa3's  an  occasion  of  falling 
out,  by  reason  of   the  undivided  possession  of   a  common 

'  MiteUoll  V.  Starbuck,  10  Masu.  11. 
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thing."'     It  may  be  that  an  agreement  never  to  partition  a 
particular  parcel  of  real  or  personal  property,  if  supported 
by  no  other  consideration  than  the  mutual  compact  between 
the  parties,  would  be  ignored  in  England  and  in  the  United 
States,  for  the  reason  suggested  by  Domat,  where  the  rights 
of  the  respective  parties  remained  as  before  the  agreement, 
and  neither  had,  because  of  his  reliance  upon  such  agreement, 
done  nor  forborne  to  do  some  particular  act.     But  we  think 
the  decided  preponderance  of  authority  supports  the  proposi- 
tion, that  the  general  principle  of  law  that  the  right  to  parti- 
tion is  absolute  must  be  confined  ' '  in  its  application  to  or- 
dinary joint-tenancies  or  tenancies  in   common,  where  the 
right  of  partition  is  left  to  result  as  an  ordinary  legal  incident 
of  such  tenancy,  and  that  it  was  never  intended  to  interfere 
with  contracts  between  the  tenants  modifying  or  limiting  this 
otherwise  incidental  right,  nor  to  render  it  incompetent  for 
parties  to  make  such  contracts,  either  at  the  time  of  the  crea- 
tion of  the  tenancy  or  afterwards."-     But  where  property  is 
purchased  by  two  or  more  persons  for  specified  purposes,  and 
these  purposes  can  be  accomplished  only  by  the  parties  con- 
tinuing cotenants,  and  there  is  sufficient  to  establish  an  ex- 
press or  implied  agreement  that  the  property  shall  remain 
undivided,  we  think  no  Court  would  compel  a  partition  to  be 
made.     To  do  so  would  be  to  assist  the  complainant  in  con- 
summating a  fraud  upon  his  cotenants.     In  England,  four 
persons  purchased  certain  land ;  and,  on  the  day  of  their  pur- 
chase, executed  a  written  agreement  regulating  the  mode  in 
which  the  land  was  to  be  laid  out  into  lots  and  sold  for  build- 
ing purposes,  and  providing  that  if  either  party,  or  his  heirs, 
should  be  desirous  of  selling  his  share,  it  should  first  be 
offered  to  the  other  parties  at  a  price  fixed  by  the  vendor. 
If  the  others  refused  to  pay  such  price,  the  share  might  be 
sold  to  any  other  person,  to  be  first  approved  by  the  rest  of 
the  cotenants.     If  such  purchaser  should  be  refused  or  re- 
jected, then  the  share  was  to  be  valued  by  arbitration;  and 
if  the  others  refused  to  purchase  at  the  price  named  by  the 

I  Domat's  Civil  Law  by  Strahan,  Part  I.  B.  II.  Tit.  V.  sec.  11;  Code  Napoleon,  sec. 
815;  Civil  Code  Lower  Canada,  sec.  689. 

■^  Avery  v.  Payne,  12  Mich.  549.  See  also  Coleman  v.  Coleman,  19  Penn,  St.  100; 
Hoyt  V.  KimbaU,  49  N.  H.  322. 
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arbitrators,  the  share  might  be  sold  at  public  auction.  All 
the  parties  having  died,  the  representative  of  one  filed  a  bixl 
for  partition  against  the  representatives  of  the  others.  The 
bill  was  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  the  agi-eement  was  a 
waiver  of  the  right  to  compel  partition.'  In  New  Hamp- 
shire, several  persons,  desii'ous  of  erecting  and  managing  a 
hotel,  purchased  lands  on  which  it  was  to  be  built.  The 
conveyance  contained  a  provision  that  the  property  should 
be  held  without  partition  or  division,  subject  to  certain  ar- 
ticles of  association  entered  into  between  the  proprietors. 
The  hotel  was  built  by  the  association,  and  after  it  had  been 
occupied  for  several  years,  one  of  the  part  owners  filed  a 
petition  for  partition.  The  Supreme  Court  denied  the  par- 
tition, and  decided — 1st,  that  the  proviso  in  the  deed  was 
not  repugnant  to  the  estate  gi-anted,  "for  originally  at  com- 
mon law  a  tenant  in  common  could  not  be  compelled  to  make 
partition,  and  the  right  given  by  statute  being  for  the  benefit 
of  the  party,  might  be  waived  by  him ;"  2d,  that  it  was  not  a 
restraint  on  alienation,  for  each  cotenant  might  convey  his 
share  at  pleasure;  and  3d,  that  it  was  not  against  public 
policy.^ 

§  443.  Partnership  Property. — We  have,  in  another  part 
of  this  work,^  discussed  the  question  of  the  efi'ect  of  partner- 
ship upon  real  estate  held  in  the  name  of  the  partners  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  and  have  there  endeavored  to  show  under 
what  circumstances  and  to  what  extent  such  real  estate  may 
be  withdrawn  from  the  operation  of  the  law  of  cotenancy, 
and  placed  under  the  dominion  of  the  law  of  copartnership. 
We  think  that  whenever  any  property  is  acquired  or  held  by 
two  or  more  persons  apparently  as  c(^tenants,  but  really  under 
such  circumstances  that  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  dedicated  to 
partnership  uses  and  purposes,  and  as  liable  to  bo  taken  in 
satisfaction  of  partnership  obligations,  it  must  be  considered 
as  withdrawn  from  the  law  of  partition,  and  as  continuing  so 
withdrawn  as  long  as  the  partners  or  their  creditors  have  the 
right  to  insist  on  its  being  devoted  to  partnership  uses  or  to 
the  discharge  of  partnership  liabilities.     The  decisions  on 

'  Puck  v.  Cardwdl,  2  Bcav.  137.  -  limit  r.  Wright,  47  N.  H    3'JH. 

-See  sees.  Ill  to  120. 
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this  subject  are  less  satisfactory  than  we  had  reason  to  ex- 
pect; and  some  of  them,  though  too  vaguely  expressed  to  be 
clearly  understood,  seem  to  militate  against  the  position  we 
have  taken.     Thus,  in  California,  a  complaint  was  filed  for 
the  partition  of  certain  mining  claims  and  of  a  certain  min- 
ing ditch.     The  defendant  answered  that  he  and  the  plaintifi 
were  partners  in  the  business  of  mining;   that  they  carried 
on  such  business  with  said  mining  ground  and  ditch;   and 
that  said  ground  and  ditch  constituted  the  capital  stock  and 
means  upon  and  by  which  the  partnership  business  was  car- 
ried on,  to  the  great  benefit  and  advantage  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant.     To  this  answer  a  demurrer  was  interposed  and 
sustained.     "Whereupon,  the  defendant  declined  to  amend, 
and  the  Court,  without  hearing  any  evidence,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  his  com- 
plaint.    On  appeal,  the  action  of  the  subordinate  Court  in 
sustaining  this  demurrer  was  approved,  in  an  opinion  from 
which  the  following  is  an  extract:  "  It  is  urged  that  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy  being  used  as  partnership  property,  an 
action  for  partition  will  not  lie,  and  that  a  suit  in  equity  must 
be  brought  to  dissolve  the  partnership,  and  for  an  account 
of  the  partnership  business.     It  does  not  appear  in  this  case 
that  any  suit  in  equity  is  necessary  to  settle  and  adjust  the 
business  of  the  partnership.     The  mere  fact  that  real  estate, 
owned  by  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  or  even  as  partners, 
is  used  in  partnership  business,  affords  no  valid  objection  to 
an  action  to  partition  the  same  between  the  owners."'     In 
this  case,  the  pleadings  disclosed  the  existence  of  a  partner- 
ship; that  such  partnership  not  only  embraced  the  property 
to  be  divided,  but  that  such  property  was  the  chief  or  sole 
matter  with  which  the  partnership  dealt,  and  oat  of  which 
its  business  and  profits  grew.     The  partition  was  therefore 
equivalent  to  a  compulsory  dissolution  of  the  copartnership 
made  in  the  absence  of  any  disclosed  cause.     On  the  other 
hand,  the  English  Courts  regard  real  estate  constituting  part 
of  the  assets  of  a  trading  or  commercial  partnership,  as  be- 
ing so  entirely  converted  into  personalty  that  it  must,  at  the 
termination  of  the  partnership,  be  disposed  of  like  other 

'  Hughes  V.  Devlin,  23  Cal.  507. 
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personal  estate,  and  cannot  be  the  subject  of  proceedings 
for  compulsory  partition.'  In  America,  the  conversion  of 
realty  into  personalty,  by  virtue  of  its  becoming  the  property 
of  a  partnership,  is  usually  regarded  as  operative  only  so  far 
as  may  be  necessary  to  discharge  the  liabilities  of  the  firm, 
either  to  third  persons  or  to  one  of  its  members.^  There- 
fore, in  this  country,  when  the  fii'm  has  been  dissolved,  or 
when  it  is  evident  that  it  can  no  longer  continue  its  business, 
real  estate,  constituting  part  of  its  assets,  may  be  divided  by 
compulsory  partition,  if  it  be  shown  that  such  realty  will  not 
be  required  to  satisfy  any  liabilities  of  the  copartnership.^ 
Where  real  estate  belonging  to  a  partnership  stood  in  the 
name  of  one  of  the  partners  only,  and  he  died,  it  was  held 
that  the  surviving  partner  might  by  one  suit  in  equity  obtain 
a  decree  declaring  the  realty  to  belong  to  the  partnership, 
directing  a  sale  of  so  much  thereof  as  was  necessary  to  pay 
partnership  debts,  and  making  a  partition  of  the  remainder.* 

g  444.      A  tenancy  by  entirety   is  dependent  for   its 

creation  and  continuance  upon  the  marital  relations  of  the 
cotenants.  Neither  can  sever  the  tenancy  and  leave  the  mari- 
tal relations  intact.  No  tenant  by  the  entirety  could  have  a 
writ  of  partition  against  his  or  her  spouse  at  common  law; 
nor  could  any  tenant  by  the  entirety  procure  partition  by  pro- 
ceedings in  equity.'^  At  the  present  day,  partition  of  property 
held  in  entireties  may  be  obtained  in  connection  with  a  decree 
of  divorce,  or  whenever,  by  a  divoree,  the  legal  unity  of  the 
cotenants  has  been  destroyed.  In  other  words,  while  the 
tenancy  by  entireties  continues,  no  partition  can  be  made; 
but  when  the  tenancy  has  been  converted  into  a  tenancy  in 
common,  by  the  destruction  of  its  peculiar  and  essential 
unity — namely,  unity  of  person — it  may  like  other  tenancies 
in  common  be  partitioned. 

^  445.     Community  pi'operty  cannoc,  during  the  con- 

'  Wild  V.  Milne,  2G  Beav.  501;  Crawshay  v.  Maule,  1  Swanst.  495,  518;  Darby  v. 
Darby,  3  Drowry,  495,  501. 
''  Seo  sec.  118. 

•*  ItobertH  V.  McCarty,  9  Ind.  18;   Dauvers  o.  Dorrity,  14  Ab.  I'r.  208;   Patterfiou  r. 
Blake,  12  Ind.  430;  Jackson  v.  Deese,  35  Geo.  88. 
*  Gray  v.  Palmer,  9  Cal.  030. 
'■'  See  aecrt.  04,  71. 
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tinuance  of  the  marital  relations  of  its  cotenants,  be  the  sub- 
ject of  proceedings  between  them  for  compulsory  partition, 
unless  by  such  proceedings  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  is 
also  sought.  But  when  a  divorce  is  about  to  be  granted,  the 
partition  of  (he  common  property  becomes  a  proper  matter 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  "  and  is  part  and  parcel 
of  the  decree  to  be  rendered.  ">  But  the  Court  granting  the 
divorce  is  not  invested  with  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the 
partition  of  the  common  property.  The  parties  may  seek 
such  partition  in  the  suit  for  divorce,  or  they  may  defer  seek- 
ing it  until  some  future  time.  If,  in  the  divorce  suit,  the  liti- 
gation is  confined  to  the  investigation  and  determination  of 
the  question  whether  legal  gi'ounds  exist  for  the  annulment  of 
the  marriage,  and  if,  upon  the  determination  of  that  question 
in  the  affirmative,  a  decree  of  divorce  is  rendered,  in  which 
nothing  is  said  about  the  community  effects,  such  decree 
leaves  the  parties  at  liberty,  at  any  subsequent  time,  to  apply 
for  partition  to  any  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction.^ 

'  Kashaw  v.  Kasliaw,  3  Cal.  321;  Gimmy  v.  Ginimy,  22  Cal.  634. 
•''  De  Godey  v.  Godey,  39  Cal.  162. 


CHAPTEK     XXI. 

WHO    MAY   COirPEL   A   PARTITION. 

Only  Cotenants  entitled  to  Possession,  ^  446. 

Only  Cotenants  not  Disseized,  ^  447 . 

Exception  as  to  Personal  ProjDerty,  vS  448. 

Exception  where  Equity  has  Jurisdiction  lor  some  othtr  purpose,  $  449. 

States  permitting  Disseized  Cotenant  to  apply,  tj  450. 

Grantee  of  Cotenant,  '§i  451. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee,  $  452. 

Holder  of  Equitable  Title,  $  453. 

Administrator  and  Heir,  $  454. 

Tenant  for  Life  or  Years,  6  455. 

Tenant  by  Curtesy  and  in  Dower,  6  456. 

Infants,  ^  457. 

Married  Women,  6  458. 

Joinder  of  Applicants,  $  459. 

After-acquired  Rights,  ^  460. 

Cotenant  by  Disseizin  or  Tax  Title,  6  461. 

§  446.     Applicant  must  be  entitled  to  Possession. — If 

the  property  of  a  cotenancy  be  a  proper  subject  for  compul- 
sory partition,  and  if  some  or  all  of  the  estates  held  therein 
be  estates  of  which  the  Courts  will  take  jurisdiction  for  the 
purpose  of  compelling  an  enjoyment  in  severalt}-,  the  next 
subject  for  inquiry  is  whether  the  person  who  proposes  to 
file  the  bill  or  complaint  for  partition,  is  in  respect  to  his 
present  interest  in  the  property,  and  to  his  present  relations 
towards  it,  one  of  the  persons  authorized  by  law  to  demand 
its  partition.  An  estate  may  be  one  of  which  Courts  may 
take  jurisdiction  and  compel  a  partition  at  the  instance  of 
some  of  the  parties  interested  therein;  and  yet  it  may  happen 
that  the  person  desirous  of  procuring  a  partition,  though  a 
party  interested  in  the  property,  is  not  one  who  may  demand 
its  partition.     The  interest  of  one  of  the  part  owners  may  be 
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such  that  he  could  be  compelled  to  assent  to  a  partition,  but 
not  such  as  to  authorize  him  to  demand  one  from  thp  other 
part  owners.  A  familiar  illustration  of  this  existed  in  the 
case  of  remainder-men,  in  proceedings  for  partition  in  Chan- 
cery. Thus  a  remainder-man  might  be  brought  before  the 
Court,  in  certain  cases,  and  compelled  to  execute  a  conveyance 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  a  decree  of  partition;  but  in 
no  case  could  he  institute  proceedings  to  enforce  compulsory 
partition.  It  is  a  general  rule  prevailing  in  England  without 
exception,  and  also  throughout  the  majority  of  the  United 
States,  that  no  person  has  the  right  to  demand  any  Court  to 
enforce  a  compulsory  partition  unless  he  has  an  estate  in 
possession — one  by  virtue  of  which  he  is  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  present  rents  or  the  possession  of  the  property  as  one  of 
the  cotenants  thereof.'  Therefore,  the  grantee  of  a  deed  in 
which  the  grantor  reserves  the  right  to  remain  in  possession 
during  his  natural  life,  cannot  maintain  a  suit  for  a  compul- 
sory partition.^  So  it  was  held  that  a  tenant  in  common  of 
lands  whose  moiety  was  held  by  a  tenant  under  a  lease  had 
no  right  to  demand  partition,^  although  the  applicant  was 
tenant  in  common  of  the  rents  as  well  as  of  the  reversion. 
But  probably  the  weight  of  the  authorities  is  the  other  way, 
and  in  favor  of  the  rule  that,  notwithstanding  a  lease  for 
years,  a  cotenant  both  of  the  rents  and  of  the  reversion  may 
call  for  a  partition.*  So  it  is  said  that  notwithstanding  a  lease 
from  one  cotenant  to  another,  a  partition  could  be  main- 

'  Brownell  v.  Brownell,  19  Wend.  367;  Hoyle  v.  Huson,  1  Dev.  348;  Whitten  v. 
Whitten,  36  N.  H.  332. 

'  Nichols  V.  Nichols,  28  Vt.  230. 

3  Hunnewell  v.  Taylor,  6  Cush.  474. 

*  Woodworth  v.  Campbell,  5  Pai.  Ch.  518;  Cook  v.  Webb,  19  Mmn.  172.    The  words 

of  the  writ  of  partition  were  "  that  the  said  A.  and  B.  hold  together  an  undivided 

acres  of  land  with  the  appurtenances,  M ,  of  the  inheritance  which  was 's, 

the  mother  of  the  aforesaid  A.  and  B.,  whose  heirs  they  are."  "  The  word  hold,  in  a 
wi-it,  always  implies  a  tenant  of  a  freehold.  And,  therefore,  the  wilt  lies  against  a 
coparcener,  ^lotwithstanding  she  has  made  a  lease  for  years;  for  she  still  remains  ten- 
ant of  the  freehold.  And  if  one  coparcener  make  a  lease  for  years  to  her  companion, 
the  former  shall  have  a  writ  during  the  existence  of  the  term;  for  though  the  com- 
panion is  in  possession  of  the  entirety,  yet  she  is  only  tenant  of  the  freehold  in  an 
undivided  share;  and  partition  may  be  awarded  with  a  saving  of  the  term.  But  if 
one  coparcener  make  a  lease  for  life,  the  other  shall  not  have  a  writ  of  partition 
against  her,  because  they  do  not  hold  the  freehold  together;  and,  therefore,  the  writ 
of  partition  lies  against  the  lessee  for  life,  as  tenant  of  the  freehold."  (Allnatt  on 
Partition,  52-3;  Co.  Litt.  167  a.) 
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tained  at  common  law  against  the  lessee ;  but  that  ' '  in  such 
case,  the  judgment  Avas  rendered  wath  a  saying  of  the  term."' 
In  New  Hampshire,  the  Supreme  Court  said:  "The  right  of 
a  pai-ty  who  is  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  a  condition 
broken  seems  a  much  more  slender  title  than  that  of  a  re- 
versioner. He  has  but  a  right  to  enter,  of  which  ho  may  or 
may  not  take  advantage;  and  if  he  waives  the  forfeiture,  as 
he  may,  the  partition  would  be  without  effect."  A  bill  for 
partition  brought  by  such  a  party  was  therefore  dismissed.^ 

I  447.  Applicant  must  not  be  Disseized. — If  the  party 
seeking  a  partition  have  an  estate  in  the  property  held  by 
him  in  cotenancy  with  others,  and  such  estate  entitle  him  to 
apply  for  partition,  it  is  next  necessary  to  inquire  concerning 
his  relation  to  the  property  in  respect  to  the  possession 
thereof.  Proceedings  for  partition  were  not  designed  as  an 
alternative  remedy  "svith  the  action  of  ejectment.  It  was  al- 
Avays  necessary  at  common  law,  and  is  still  essential  under 
most  of  the  American  statutes,  that  the  applicant  for  parti- 
tion be  actually  or  constructively  in  possession  of  the  real 
property  sought  to  be  divided.  If  it  be  held  adversely  to 
the  applicant,  he  must  first  establish  his  right  by  an  action 
to  recover  possession.^  "In  partition,  the  plaintiff  or  peti- 
tioner must  allege  that  he  is  seized,  which  imports  a  present 
possession  as  tenant  in  common  or  coparcener;  and  hence  it 
is  that  non  insimid  tenent  is  the  appropriate  issue  in  partition, 
because  the  parties  cannot  Jiold  together  unless  their  posses- 
sion as  well  as  their  titles  are  in  common.  The  fact  of  the 
adverse  holding  by  one  against  the  other  shows  that  they 
cannot  hold  together,  and  pro  indlviso;  for  the  party  in  pos- 
session holds  the  Avholc  in  exclusion  of  the  others.     A  mere 

'  Hunt  V.  Ilazleton,  5  N.  II.  217. 

-  Whitten  V.  Whitttn,  .30  N.  II.  .333. 

•'•  Matthewsoii  v.  Johnson,  Hofl'.  Ch.  560;  Bonucr  v.  The  Proprietors,  ?  Mass.  475; 
.\lbergOttie  v.  Chaplin,  10  Piicli.  Eq.  428;  Law  y.  Patterson,  1  Watts  &  S.  184;  Oravicr 
c.  Ivory,  .34  Mo.  523;  Forder  v.  Davis,  38  Mo.  107;  McMastcrs  v.  Carotliers,  1  Pcnn. 
St.  325;  Longwell  v.  Bentley,  3  Grant's  Gas.  177;  Kozicr  v.  Johnson,  .35  Mo.  331; 
Burnlians  V.  Burnhans,  2  Barb.  Ch.  405;  Thomas  v.  Garvan,  4  Dev.  224;  Gifl'ard  r. 
Williams  L.  It.  5  Ch.  .546;  Drew  i'.  Clemmons,  2  Jones'  Eq.  314,  which  was  for  parti- 
tion of  slaves.  "If  one  coparcener  disseize  another,  during  this  disseizin  a  writ  of 
partition  does  not  lie  between  them;  because  they  do  not  hold  together  and  un- 
divided."    (/Vlluatt  on  Partition,  53;  Co.  Litt.  1C7  a.) 

C.  k  P.— 35 
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right  of  entry,  if  shown,  will  not  satisfy  the  terms  of  the 
issue;  for  there  is  no  seizin  in  the  party  who  is  ousted."' 
"The  object  of  the  proceeding  in  a  petition  for  partition," 
as  understood  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  "  is  to  turn 
an  estate  that  is  possessed  in  common  into  an  estate  in  sev- 
ei-alty,  and  not  to  furnish  a  mode  of  settling  conflicting  titles. 
It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  petition  for  partition  cannot  be 
sustained  on  a  mere  right  of  entry.  But  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  a  mere  possession  of  the  plaintiffs  share  by  a 
third  person  or  by  the  defendant  and  a  legal  disseizin.  In 
cases  where  privity  has  existed  between  the  parties,  as  in  case 
of  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  and  one  tenant  ousts 
his  cotenant  by  taking  all  the  profits  to  himself,  denying  his 
cotenant's  right,  such  a  possession  may  be  treated  as  a  dis- 
seizin, for  the  purpose  of  bringing  ejectment;  or,  he  may 
elect  to  treat  such  possession  of  his  cotenant  as  his  posses- 
sion, and,  in  that  event,  may  maintain  a  petition  for  parti- 
tion. But  it  would  seem  from  the  authorities,  if  the  party  in 
such  a  case  is  effectually  disseized,  they  no  longer  hold  the 
estate  together,  and  he  is  barred  of  his  remedy  for  parti- 
tion."^ The  foregoing  quotation  correctly  states  the  general 
proposition  of  law  that  an  actual  disseizin  is  a  bar  to  the  ap- 
plicant's claim  for  partition;  but  in  attempting  to  explain  the 
difference  between  an  ouster  committed  by  -a  cotenant  and 
one  committed  by  a  stranger  to  the  cotenancy,  it  employs 
language  liable  to  mislead.  We  deny  that  a  possession  held 
by  one  cotenant  so  adversely  and  exclusively  that  he  is  there- 
by made  liable  to  an  action  of  ejectment,  differs  in  degree  or 
character  from  the  possession  by  which  he  may  defeat  a  peti- 
tion for  partition.  Disseizin  and  ouster  are  terms  having  the 
same  signification  in  partition  as  in  ejectment.  In  partition 
as  in  ejectment,  an  entry  made  by  a  tenant  in  common,  or 
other  cotenant,  is  presumed  to  be  made  iai  subordination  to 
the  common  title,  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  cotenants. 
Such  an  entry,  until  shown  to  have  been  adverse  to  the  com- 
mon title,  neither  subjects  the  cotenant  by  whom  it  was  made 
to  an  action  of  ejectment  nor  affects  the  power  of  the  other 

1  Clapp  V.  Bromagbam,  9  Cow.  561:  Witherspoou  v.  Duulap,  Harper,  390;  Jenkins 
V.  Van  Schaack,  3  Pai.  Ch.  245. 
•^  Brock  ('.  Eastman,  28  Vt.  C60. 
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cotenants  to  compel  partition.  The  seizin  of  one  cotenant, 
unless  proved  to  be  adverse,  is  the  seizin  of  all,  and  either 
maj  institute  proceedings  for  compulsory  i)artition,  though 
not  personally  in  possession  of  the  property.'  The  law  upon 
this  subject  is  conrectly  stated  in  the  following  extract  from 
an  opinion  of  the  New  York  Court  of  Appeals:  "Possession 
usually  follows  the  legal  title  when  no  adverse  possession  is 
shown,  and  consequently,  Avhen  the  lands  are  unoccupied,  the 
possession  will  be  deemed  to  be  in  those  having  the  title; 
and  when  one  of  several  tenants  in  common  is  in  possession, 
his  possession  will,  in  the  absence  of  any  act  of  ouster  on 
his  part,  inure  to  the  benefit  of  all.  But  even  the  possession 
of  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  may  become  adverse  by  acts 
of  his  amounting  to  an  exclusion  of  his  cotenants;  and  if  he 
convey  the  whole  of  the  premises  to  a  third  party,  and  the 
purchaser  takes  actual  possession,  claiming  the  whole,  it  is 
certain  that  the  possession  of  such  purchaser  is  adverse,  and 
is  not  the  possession  of  the  former  cotenants  of  his  grantor. 
The  moment  such  adverse  possession  commences,  the  holding 
in  common  is  terminated,  and  until  the  excluded  parties  regain 
their  possession  by  the  appropriate  action,  I  do  not  see  how 
they  can  bring  themselves  within  the  provision  of  the  statute 
or  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  It  would  be  utterly  incon- 
gi-uous  to  hold,  that  where  ejectment  would  lie,  the  plaintifl' 
has  possession  which  would  entitle  him  to  bring  partition. 
The  duration  of  an  adverse  possession  is  material  upon  the 
trial  of  the  question  of  title  in  an  action  to  recover  posses- 
sion, but  it  cannot  be  material  in  determining  where  the  pos- 
session was  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action."^ 
A  testator  devised  a  tract  of  land  to  one  of  his  heirs,  subject 
to  the  performance  of  certain  conditions  subsequent.  The 
devisee  entered  claiming  under  the  devise,  and  held  posses- 
sion for  several  years.  Another  of  the  heirs  tlien  sued  for 
partition,  claiming  that  the  conditions  subsequent'  had  not 
been  performed,  and  that  in  consequence  of  such  non-per- 
formance, the  devise  had  become  inoperative.  Tlio  Court 
held  that  tbe  entiy  under  the  will  was  clearly  adverse  to  the 

'  Beebo  v.  Griffiug,  14  N.  Y.  238. 

"  Florence  v.  Hopkins,  4G  N.  Y.  18G.    See  alao  Adam  i'.  Amc;>  Iron  Co.  21  Conu.  235. 
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other  heirs  and  not  as  their  cotenants;  and  that  if  the  con- 
ditions of  the  will  were  not  performed,  the  heirs  must 
establish  that  fact,  and  their  consequent  right  to  enter  for 
condition  broken,  by  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  per- 
son in  possession.' 

§  448.  Personal  Property  in  Adverse  Possession. — The 
rule  that  when  the  defendant  is  in  the  adverse  possession  of 
the  property  sought  to  be  divided,  the  plaintiff  will  be  sent 
to  law  to  establish  his  right  to  possession,  has  no  application 
to  personal  property.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases,  the  law 
does  not  require  an  attempt  to  accomplish  the  impossible.  A 
part  owner  has  no  remedy  at  law  to  obtain  possession  of  a 
chattel  in  the  custody  of  another  part  ow^jier,  although  the 
latter  repudiates  the  cotenancy  and  claims  the  property  in 
severalty.  An  action  for  partition  is  the  proper  and  only 
remedy  in  such  a  contingency;^  and  that,  except  where  a  stat- 
utory remedy  has  been  created,  can  only  be  prosecuted  wdth 
success  in  a  court  of  equity. 

§  449.  When  Equity  will  act  notvrithstanding  Adverse 
Possession. — While  a  court  of  equity  will  not,  according  to  a 
preponderance  of  the  authorities,  sustain  a  bill  for  partition 
against  a  defendant  in  adverse  possession,  yet  this  rule  must 
be  regarded  as  subordinate  to  the  more  general  and  beneficial 
rule  of  equity  jurisprudence  that  "jurisdiction  having  once 
rightfully  attached,  it  shall  be  made  effectual  for  the  purposes 
of  complete  relief."  Hence,  when  a  suit  is  rightfully  in 
equity,  and  from  the  adjudication  there  made,  it  appears  that 
the  pai^ties  are  co-owners  and  entitled  to  partition,  a  decree 
for  such  partition  may  be  made  irrespective  of  the  question 
whether  the  complainant  is  seized  or  disseized.  Thus,  where 
the  defendants  were  in  possession  claiming  under  a  will,  and 
the  complainants  filed  a  bill  to  have  the  will  construed,  and 
for  an  accounting  and  partition,  the  Court  held  that  having 
acquired  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  construing  the  will,  it 

'  O'Dougherty  v.  Aldrich,  5  Den.  388. 

"  Weeks  i'.  Weeks,  5  Ired.  Eq.  Ill;   Edwards  v.  Bennett,  10  Ired.  361;  Smith  y. 
Dumi,  27  Ala.  316. 
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had  authority  to  do  complete  justice  between  the  parties  bj 
compelling  an  accounting  and  partition.'" 

§  450.  States  >vhere  Disseized  Cotenant  may  have 
Partition. — In  some  of  the  States,  a  cotenant  though  dis- 
seized may  obtain  a  compulsory  partition.  Massachusetts 
was  the  first  to  adopt  this  rule.  The  case  of  Barnard  v.  Pope,- 
decided  in  1817,  is  sometimes  cited  as  furnishing  the  initial 
decision  upon  which  the  later  decisions  in  the  same  State  rest. 
But  this  case  can  hardly  be  said  to  affirm  any  general  prin- 
ciple of  law,  or  to  decide  anything  except  that  the  petitioner 
should  have  judgment.  The  reasoning  of  the  Court  consisted 
of  an  allusion  to  the  inconvenience  of  restricting  the  remedy 
by  partition;  to  the  fact  that  some  dispossessions  did  not 
amount  to  disseizins,  and  to  the  further  fact  that  no  ouster, 
or  refusal  to  account  for  rents  and  profits,  had  been  shown. 
This  last  circumstance  may  have  controlled  the  judgment  of 
the  Court;  and,  if  so,  it  was  not  inconsistent  with  previous 
authorities.  The  statute  of  Massachusetts  under  which  Barn- 
ard V.  Pope  was  determined  authorized  the  application  for 
partition  to  be  made  by  "  any  person  interested  with  others  in 
anij  lot,  tract  of  land,  or  other  real  estate."  Subsequently, 
the  statute  was  changed  so  as  to  provide  that  ' '  all  persons 
holding  land  as  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  or  tenants  in  com- 
mon, may  be  compelled  to  divide  the  same;"  and  to  authorize 
"  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons,  so  holding  lauds"  to  apply 
"by  petition  for  a  partition  of  the  same."  Notwithstanding 
the  use  of  the  word  "holding,"  it  was  held  that  no  actual 
seizin  was  necessary,  and  that  it  was  immaterial  that  the  ap- 
plicant had  been  ousted,  if  he  still  had  a  right  to  the  posses- 
sion.^ The  decisions  in  Maine,  upon  this  subject  are  in  con- 
sonance with  those  of  Massachusetts;*  and  this  remark  is 
equally  true  of  adjiidications  made  in  some  of  the  other 
States.-' 

'  Scott  V.  Giiern3cy,  GO  Barb.  178;  Ilosford  v.  Mcrwin,  5  Barb.  62.    See  alao  $  439. 

•■'  14  Mass.  436. 

»  MarHhall  v.  Crehorc,  13  Met.  461,  followed  in  Wood  v.  Le  Baron,  8  Cush.  474. 

*  Baylies  v.  BuBwey,  5  Greenl.  1.57;  Call  v.  Barker,  12  Me.  325. 

*  Miller  v.  Dennett,  G  N.  11.  1(W;  Tabler  v.  Wiseman,  2  Ohio  St.  207;  Godfrey  p. 
Godfrey,  17  Ind.  'J;  Foust  v.  Mcornian,  2  Iml.  17;  Cookf.  Webb.  IDMinn.  170;  Cuyler 
V.  Ferrill,  1  Abb.  C.  C.  181;  llowey  i'.  Goings,  13  111.  108;  Overton's  Heirs  v.  Wool- 
folk,  6  Daua,  374. 
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g  451.     Transfer  of  Right  to  Partition. — The  conveyance 
of  his  moiety  made  by  any  cotenant  is  also  a  transfer  of  his 
right  to  partition.     After  such  conveyance,  unless  he  subse- 
quently acquires  some  moiety  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy, 
he  cannot  demand  a  partition  for  any  purpose.'     His  grantee, 
acquires  the  right  to  compel  a  partition,  and  usually  succeeds 
to  such  right  with  all  the  limitations  and  privileges  attached 
to  it  when  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  grantor.^    A  cotenant  in 
New  York,  failing  in  business,  assigned  his  moiety  to  certain 
persons  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.     These  assignees  ap- 
plied for  partition.    Their  right  was  contested,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  simply  invested  with  a  power  of  sale ;  and  that 
such  a  power  did  not  authorize  a  partition.     The  Supreme 
Court  granted  the  petition,  on  the  ground  that  the  assignees 
had  something  beyond  a  power  of  sale — in  this,  that  they 
were  absolutely  seized  of  the  legal  estate.^     But  Avhere  the 
estate  of  a  cotenant,  or  his  right  to  possession,  is  transferred 
for  a  temporary  purpose,  or  the  transfer  is  defeasible,  the 
Courts  are  not  inclined  to  sustain  the  demand  of  the  trans- 
ferree  for  a  compulsory  partition.     Thus,  in  Massachusetts, 
where  a  judgment  creditor  may  levy  upon  and  take  possession 
of  the  real  estate  of  his  debtor  and  may  enjoy  the  rents  and 
profits  of  such  estate,  but  his  title  is  liable  to  be  divested  by 
a  redemption  made  within  one  year,  he  cannot  petition  for 
partition,  until,  through  lapse  of  time,  his  estate  has  become 
indefeasible.     The  debtor  having  the  right  to  redeem  ought 
to  be  able  to  do  so  without  being  subjected  to  the  expense  of 
partition,   and  without  being  obliged   to  accept  a   diifereut 
estate  from  that  upon  which  the  levy  was  made.^     At  the 
common  law,  as  the  right  to  compulsory  partition  was  re- 
stricted to  coparceners,  it  could  not  be  transferred  by  con- 

1  King  V.  Howard,  27  Mo.  21. 

^  Ragan's  Estate,  7  Watts,  ii2;  Stewart's  Appeal,  56  Pa.  St.  2i2;  Collamer  i'.  Hut- 
chins,  27  Vt.  734. 

3  Van  Arsdale  v.  Drake,  2  Barb.  GOO. 

*  Newton  Bank  v.  Hull,  10  Allen,  145;  Phelps  i'.  Palmer,  15  Gray,  501.  But  Mr. 
Hargrave  states  that  in  a  Coke  upon  Littleton  in  his  possession  there  is  a  note  as  fol- 
lows: "Adjudged  by  St.  John  chief  justice,  and  Windham  and  Archer  justices,  Hilary 
1659,  in  the  common  bench,  in  the  cause  between  Major  and  the  Lord  Coventry,  that 
a  tenant  by  elegit  may  have  a  writ  of  partition  by  the  statute  of  32  H.  8,  and  is  with- 
in the  meaning  thoreof."     (Hargrave's  Co.  Litt.  187  a.) 
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veyance.  The  grantee  of  a  parcener  could  not  compel  a  par- 
tition. This  remark  was  equally  true  of  all  strangers  to  the 
blood  who  had  acquii'ed  some  title  or  interest  under  some  of 
the  parceners,  although  the  acquisition  was  by  act  of  law. 
Hence,  a  tenant  by  the  cui-tesy  could  not  demand  pai-tition. 
But  the  transfer  of  the  moiety  of  one  parcener,  whether  by 
conveyance  or  by  act  of  law,  did  not  defeat  the  right  of  the 
other  parcener  to  partition.  A  writ  of  partition  lay  against 
a  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  also  against  an  alienee  of  a  co- 
parcener.' But  if  one  coparcener  purchased  the  moiety  of 
another,  the  purchaser,  having  one  moiety  by  descent  and 
another  by  purchase,  could  sustain  a  writ  against  the  other 
coparceners.  So,  if  the  husband  of  one  parcener  purchased 
the  moiety  of  another,  he  and  his  wife  could  have  a  joint  writ 
against  the  others,  because  he  was  seized  of  one  part  in  the 
right  of  his  wife,  who  was  a  parcener." 

g  452.  Mortgagors  and  Mortgagees. — A  mortgagor  con- 
tinuing in  possession,  and  before  the  entry  of  the  mortgagee 
for  condition  broken,  has  the  right  to  compel  a  partition. 
But  the  partition  is  binding  only  on  his  interest,  and  cannot 
prejudice  the  mortgagee.*  On  an  application  for  partition, 
the  right  of  the  applicants  to  the  relief  sought  by  them  was 
contested,  on  the  ground  that  their  interests  had  been  con- 
veyed by  mortgage.  But  the  Court  disposed  of  this  point  by 
saying:  "Between  the  parties  to  a  mortgage  and  their  as- 
signs, the  title  is  in  the  mortgagee  or  his  assigns ;  but  with 
respect  to  strangers  to  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  in  pos- 
session is  regarded  as  the  owner  of  the  estxite,  and  so  seized 
of  it  as  to  enable  him  to  convey  it,  or  to  maintain  a  real  action 
counting  upon  his  own  seizin.  Such  title  was  suflScient  to 
prove  the  issue  of  seizin,  and  to  entitle  the  petitioners  to  a 
decision  of  it  in  their  favor.  "^  But  if  the  mortgagee  happen 
to  be  cotenant  of  the  other  moiety,  it  is  said  that  no  action 
for  partition  can  bo  sustained  against  him.  "  Whether  the 
petition  for  partition  be  regarded  as  a  real  action,  in  which 

'  Allnatton  Partition,  54-55;  Co.  Litt.  174  b,  175  n. 
•^  Allnatt  on  Partition,  55;  Co.  Litt.  175  a. 

1 1  Hill,  on  Mo:-t8.  13;  Colton  «.  Smith,  11  Pick.  311;   Call  i'.  Barker.  12  Me.  327: 
Wotten  I',  Copeland,  7  Johns.  Ch.  140. 
"  Upham  I).  Bradley,  17  Me.  427. 
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the  title  is  drawn  in  question,  or  as  a  suit  for  possession,  it  is 
an  adversary  suit,  and  the  mortgagor  has  both  the  legal  title 
and  the  right  of  possession,  as  against  the  mortgagor  and 
those  who  claim  under  him.     A  bill  to  redeem  is  the  proper 
remedy,  and  after  redemption  a  petition  for  partition  may  be 
sustained."'     In  Massachusetts,  it  was  once  spoken  of  as  a 
perfectly  clear  matter  that  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  by 
one  seized  of  a  moiety,  gave  to  the  mortgagee  a  legal  seizin 
and  right  of  possession.,  by  virtue  of  which  he  could  sustain 
a  suit  for  partition.^     At  a  later  date,  in  the  same  State,  a 
debtor  made  three  mortgages  in  severalty  to  three  different 
creditors.    The  mortgages  embraced  the  same  land,  and  were 
simultaneously  executed.     The  mortgagor  afterwards  surren- 
dered possession,  simultaneously,  to  each  of  the  mortgagees, 
who  entered  for  foreclosure.     One  of  them  then  filed  a  peii- 
tion  against  the  others  for  partition.     The  Court  held  that 
although  by  the  simultaneous  execution  of  mortgages  a  ten- 
ancy in  common  was  created   between   the  mortgagees,  in 
which  the  moiety  of  each  bore  the  same  proportion  to  the 
whole  that  his  debt  bore  to  the  aggregate  debts  secured  by 
all  the  mortgages,  yet  "  that  in  the  present  case,  the  facts  of 
which  are  peculiar,"  the  petition  cannot  be  sustained.     Al- 
though the  Court  declined  to  commit  itself  by  a  final  decision 
upon  the  rights  of  mortgagees  in  general,  yet  it  considered 
the  nature  of  mortgage  estates — showed  that  such  estates 
were  defeasible,  and  were  held  as  mere  securities,  and  added : 
' '  Such  being  the  nature  of  the  right  which  mortgagees  have 
in  mortgaged  lands  before  foreclosure — a  defeasible,  redeem- 
able, and  fluctuating  interest — we  are  of  opinion  that  when 
such  right  or  interest  is  held  by  two  or  more  persons,  as 
joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  they  do  not  hold  such  an 
estate  as  can  be  the  subject  of  partition.    The  statute  on  this 
subject  of  partition  does  not  contain  any  express  limitation, 
but  we  think  it  results  from  the  several  provisions  taken  to- 
gether, from  the  obvious  purpose  of  the  process  of  partition, 
and  from  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  such  mortgagees." 

'  Bradley  i'.  Fuller,  and  Fuller  i'.  Bradley,  23  Pick.  8;  Blodgett  v.  Hildreth,  8  Al- 
len, 187. 
^  Rich  V.  Lord,  18  Pick.  327.    To  the  same  effect  ia  Mum-oe  v.  Walbridge,  2  Aik.  410. 
^  Ewer  V.  Hobbs,  5  Met.  6. 
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g  453.    Holder  of  Equitable  Title. — A,s  a  general  rule,  an 

equitable  title  will  uot  be  recognized  uor  protected  outside 
of  a  court  of  equity.  Except  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor,  a 
party  seeking  to  assert  rights  in  a  suit  at  law  for  a  partition 
must  base  his  claim  upon  legal  title.'  In  Pennsylvania,  the 
rule  is  different  from  necessity,- for  in  that  State  there  are  no 
courts  of  equity,  and  equitable  titles,  unless  protected  at  law, 
would  be  of  no  consequence  anywhere. 

g  454.  An  administrator,  though  the  estate  be  shovcn 
to  be  insolvent,  has  no  such  seizin  in  the  lands  of  the  deceased 
as  entitles  him  to  apply  for  partition.^  The  right  to  partition 
in  such  cases  is  vested  in  the  heirs.  This  right  "is  not 
affected  by  the  circumstance  that  the  administrator,  if  the 
estate  is  insolvent,  is  entitled"  to  the  rents  and  profits  pending 
the  administration;  nor  that  he  has  the  right  by  license  from 
the  Court  of  Probate  to  sell  the  property  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  though  it  could  not  often  be  expedient  to  commence 
such  a  proceeding  under  such  circumstances."* 

g  455.  A  tenant  for  life  or  for  years  could,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  compel  a  partition.  He  could  not  compel  the 
reversioner  to  join  with  him;  nor  could  he  occasion  a  com- 
pulsory partition  which  would  be  binding  after  the  termination 
of  his  estate.''  The  various  American  statutes  uniformly  pro- 
vide that  partition  may  be  made  at  the  application  of  a  co- 
tenant  of  an  estate  for  life  or  for  years. ^  Partition  may  be 
had  on  the  application  of  a  tenant  for  years,  although  the 
tenant  of  the  other  moiety  holds  in  fee.'  A  party  having  a 
life  estate  determinable  on  his  marriage,  in  a  moiety  of  one- 
fifth,  applied  in  Chancery  for  partition.  The  defendants  were 
entitled  to  the  remaining  four-fifths  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail,  and  were  together  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  plain- 

'  McCabe  v.  Hunter'H  HeirH,  7  Mo.  350;  Hopkins  r.  Toel'a  Heirs,  4  Humph.  4G; 
Strykor  v.  Lj-ncb,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  IIG;  Coalo  r.  Barney,  1  G.  A  J.  341. 

^  Willing  1).  Brown,  7  Scrg.  &  B.  407. 

»  Nason  i'.  Willard,  2  Mass.  478. 

"  Kelly  V.  Kelly,  41  N.  H.  502. 

•'  Baring  v.  Naah,  1  Ves.  A  B.  551;  Wills  v.  Blade,  G  Ves.  438;  Oa.skelI  v.  QaskoU,  G 
Sim.  043. 

•^  Ackley  v.  Dygert,  33  Barb.  189;  Van  Arndalo  v.  Drake,  2  Barb.  000. 

'  Mussey  v,  Sanborn,  15  Mass.  155. 
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tiff's  fifth.  The  defendants  all  desired  that  the  property 
should  remain  undivided.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said:  "I 
cannot  help  regretting  that  this  suit  should  ever  have  been 
instituted.  The  plaintiff  alone,  who  is  tenant  for  life  deter- 
minable on  his  second  marriage,  desires  a  partition :  all  the 
other  parties  desire  to  keep  the  estate  together.  If,  however, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  he  asks,  he  must  have  it, 
however  inconvenient  it  may  be  to  the  other  owners.  As 
tenant  for  life,  I  apprehend  there  can  be  no  question  but  that 
he  is  entitled  to  a  partition.  The  question  is  whether  the 
circumstance  of  his  life  estate  being  determinable  on  his 
second  marriage  makes  any  difference.  As  at  present  ad- 
vised, I  think  it  does  not;  but  I  will  further  consider  it."  At 
a  subsequent  date,  the  partition  was  granted.' 

g  456.  Tenants  by  Curtesy  and  in  Dower, — A  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  as  he  has  a  life  estate  in  the  lands  of  his  deceased 
wife,  is,  when  such  lands  are  held  in  cotenancy,  clearly  en- 
titled to  a  partition  thereof."  A  tenant  in  dower,  because  she. 
is  not  a  cotenant,  has  no  right  to  demand  partition  of  the 
property  to  which  her  dower  interest  has  attached.^ 

^  457.  Infants. — Judge  Scott  of  Missouri,  supported  by 
a  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  denied  an 
application  for  partition  made  by  an  infant  acting  by  his  next 
friend.  This  denial  was  based  upon  the  idea  that  applica- 
tions for  partition  made  on  behalf  of  infants  were  generally 
prosecuted  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  applicant, 
either  by  procuring  an  unjust  division  of  the  propert}^  or  a 
sale  thereof  for  less  than  its  true  value.  That  the  partition 
might  be  compeil.ed  by  a  proceeding  to  which  the  infant 
should  be  made  a  party  defendant,  did  not,  in  the  estimation 
of  the  Court,  furnish  any  reason  for  permitting  him  to  appear 
as  plaintiff,  because,  ' '  if  an  evil  cannot  be  entirely  checked, 

'  Hobson  V.  Sherwood,  i  Beav.  184. 

•■=  ELker  v.  Darke,  -1  Edw.  Ch.  668;  Otley  v.  McAlpinc's  Heirs,  2  Gratt.  3i3;  Allnatt 
on  Partition,  59;  Co.  Litt.  175  a.  In  Pennsylvania,  at  a  very  early  day,  the  right  of  a 
tenant  by  curtesy  to  partition  was  questioned;  and  the  Court  had  so  much  doubt  on 
the  subject  that  it  prevailed  on  the  parties  to  compromise,  in  order  that  it  might 
avoid  the  necessity  of  deciding  the  question.     (Walker  ».  Dilworth,  2  Dallas,  257.) 

-■'  Wood  V.  Clute,  1  Sanf.  Ch.  200;  S.  C.  2  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  407;  Coles  v.  Coles,  15 
Johns.  320. 
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that  is  no  reason  for  multipl3ring  the  facilities  by  which  it  may 
be  effected."'  But  the  case  iu  which  this  conchision  was 
reached  was  overruled  the  next  year.  To  the  arguments  ad- 
vanced by  Judge  Scott,  the  following  reply  was  made :  "  It  is 
the  duty  of  every  minister  of  the  law  to  watch  with  jealous 
care  the  rights  of  infants;  but  human  wisdom  has  not  yet 
succeeded  in  providing  a  shield  that  will  protect  the  weak 
and  innocent  against  the  strong  and  crafty,  and  it  is  not  per- 
ceived how  infants  are  more  exposed  to  robbery  or  treachery 
when  they  are  plaintiffs  than  when  they  are  defendants.  If 
an  infant  has  no  other  means  of  support  but  an  undivided 
interest  in  real  estate,  it  is  often  of  great  importance  to  him 
to  have  the  power  of  forcing  a  partition  and  of  securing  the 
separate  enjoyment  of  his  share;  for  whilst  it  is  held  in  com- 
mon with  an  obstinate  cotenant,  it  would  not  be  productive 
in  yielding  a  ground-rent,  nor  in  any  other  manner;  and  to 
deny  him  the  right  to  have  a  partition,  would  drive  him  to 
want  or  to  an  application  to  the  County  Court  for  a  sale  of 
his  interest,  and  in  that  way  produce  the  very  result  dictated 
by  the  cupidity  of  his  tenant  in  common."^  The  authorities, 
except  when  influenced  by  prohibitory  provisions  in  statutes 
of  partition,  are  nearly  if  not  quite  unanimous  in  coinciding 
with  the  views  last  reached  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri, 
An  infant  cotenant  may  therefore,  except  where  the  statute 
makes  special  provisions  intended  for  his  protection,  apply 
for  a  partition  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  same  means 
that  he  might  institute  any  other  action  to  enforce  his  rights 
in  the  same  property.^  At  Chancery,  an  infant  could  file  and 
prosecute  a  bill  for  partition.  In  such  case,  as  the  plainti^ 
was  not  competent  to  convey,  the  Court  issued  the  commis- 
sion to  make  the  allotments,  and  decreed  that  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  ' '  be  respectively  quieted  in  the  possession  of 
the  premises  severally  to  be  allotted,"  and  that  the  convey- 
ances to  be  made  be  respited  until  the  infant  plaintiff'  came 
of  age.    The  infant,  being  plaintiff,  was  said  to  be  "  as  much 

'  Jonsoii  V.  Noble,  24  Mo.  252;  Davidson  v.  Bowden,  5  Snoed,  133. 

*■  Thornton  v.  Tliorntou,  27  Mo.  307;  Lamed  v.  Renshaw,  37  Mo.  46L 

'  Postley  V.  Cain,  1  Handf.  Cli.  509;  ShuU  v.  Kennon,  12  Ind.  35;  Clark  v.  Clark,  14 

Abb.  Pr.  299;  B.  C.  21  How.  Pr.  470;  Matter  of  Marsuc,  15  How.  Pr.  383;  Freeman  i-. 

Freeman,  S.  C.  of  Tenn.,  Apr.  '72,  2  South.  L.  R.  1C8;  Mitchell  v.  Jones,  .50  Mo.  438: 

Ooudy  t).  Shank,  8  Ohio,  415. 
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bound  and  as  little  privileged  as  one  of   full  age."'     But 
doubtless  an  application  for  partition  is  not,  when  made  by 
or  on  behalf  of  an  infant  cotenant,  to  be  granted,  as  in  case 
of  an  adult  cotenant,  as  a  matter  of  course.     An  adult  has, 
when  not  fettered  by  special  obligations  existing  independent 
of   the  cotenancy,  an  absolute  right  to  partition;   and  the 
Court  to  which  the  application  is  properly  presented  has  no 
authority  to  consider  whether  the  further  continuance  of  the 
cotenancy  would  prove  more  or  less  advantageous  than  a  par- 
tition.   But  the  protection  of  infants  is  one  of  the  duties  with 
which   courts  of   equity  are   specially  charged.     When  the 
Court  to  which  an  application  for  partition  is  presented  on 
behalf  of  an  infant  is  a  court  of  equity,  or  one  authorized  in 
matters  of  partition  to  exercise  a  Chancery  jurisdiction,  it  not 
only  may  but  ought  to  inquire  whether  the  proposed  partition 
will  operate  to  the  prejudice  or  to  the  benefit  of  the  infant 
petitioner;  and  if,  as  the  result  of  such  inquiry,  the  conclu- 
sion reached  is  that  the  partition  will  not  prove  beneficial,  it 
ought  to  be  denied.     Hence,  where  the  property  of  the  co- 
tenancy consisted  cf  lands,  not  susceptible  of  division,  under- 
laid with  coal  and  likely  to  increase  in  value;  and  the  lands 
were  less  productive  at  the  time  than  the  proceeds  of  their 
sale  would  be,  an  application  made  on  behalf  of  the  infants 
was  denied,  the  Court  saying:    "We  cannot  perceive  that  it 
would  be  for  the  interests  of  the  minors  to  grant  the  division. 
A  decree  in  their  favor  would  necessarily  result  in  a  sale,  for 
the  proof  shows  that  there  could  be  no  partition.     We  can- 
not consent  that  this  property,  now  safe  from  the  fluctuations 
of  prices,  the  accidents  of  money-lending,  and  the  faithless- 
ness of  guardians,  ^hall,  without  any  necessity,  be  changed 
into  a  fund  which  may  take  wing  and  fly  away.     It  might 
prove  a  grievous  wrong  to  these  children,  of  which  we  have 
no  ambition  to  be  guilty."^     In  New  York,  a  proceeding  for 
partition  cannot  be  instituted  on  behalf  of  an  infant  except 
by  permission  of  the  Supreme  Court.     Such  permission  will 

'  Lord  Brook  v.  Lady  Hertford,  2  P.  Wms.  519;  Cannon  v.  Hemphill,  7  Tex.  202. 
For  a  review  of  the  authorities  on  the  subject  of  partition  by  and  against  infants,  see 
Croghan  v.  Livingston,  17  N.  Y.  220. 

-  Hartmann  v.  Hartmann,  59  HI.  104.  See  also  Davidson  v.  Bovvden,  5  Sueed,  129; 
Winchester  v.  Winchester,  1  Head,  460. 
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not  be  given  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory  evidence  that  a 
partition  or  sale  is  for  the  best  interests  of  the  infant.  The 
proceedings  are  prosecuted  by  a  competent  next  friend  ap- 
pointed by  the  Court,  and  required  to  give  security.' 

§  458.  Married  Women. — If  the  person  desirous  of  pro- 
curing a  partition  is  a  married  woman,  she  shoukl  join  her 
husband  with  her  in  the  petition,  unless,  under  the  law  of  the 
State,  she  is  authorized  to  sue  alone  in  respect  to  her  separate 
property.  Even  if  a  suit  brought  by  her  alone  be  treated  as 
sufficient  to  bind  her  interest,  the  partition  would  be  imper- 
fect because  it  could  not  affect  the  estate  of  her  husband  in 
the  premises.^  But  where  a  husband  and  wife  are  coteuants, 
it  is  said  that  no  compulsory  partition  can  be  made  between 
them  at  law,  because  the  proceeding  is  an  adversary  one,  to 
which  parties,  both  plaintiff  and  defendant,  are  indispensable ; 
and  that  the  wife  cannot  sue  the  husband,  nor  the  husband 
the  wife,  nor  can  the  two  join  as  petitioners.^  In  equity,  how- 
ever, a  married  woman  may  compel  her  husband  to  make  par- 
tition of  lands  of  which  they  are  cotenants.* 

g  459.     T-wo  or  more  cotenants  may  unite  in  making 

an  application  for  compulsory  partition;  and  those  so  uniting 
may  elect  to  consider  their  several  moieties  as  one  moiety, 
and  have  it  set  off  to  them  to  hold  together  undivided.^  But 
parties  not  entitled  to   demand  partition  ought  not  to  be 

I  Lansing  v.  Guluck,  2G  How.  Pr.  252;  Clark  v.  Clark,  14  Abb.  Pr.  300.  For  form 
of  petition  for  leave  to  bring  suit  on  behalf  of  an  infant,  see  2  Van  Santvoord's  Eq. 
Pr.  447,  450. 

■^  Spring  V.  Sandford,  7  Pai.  555. 

^  HowG  V.  Blauden,  21  Vt.  321.    See  also  Marston  v.  Ward,  35  Tex.  798. 

*  Moore  v.  Moore,  47  N.  Y.  468. 

'•>  Ladd  V.  Perley,  18  N.  H.  396;  Upham  v.  Bradley,  17  Me.  427;  Chotcau  v.  Paul,  2 
Mo.  263.  It  is  said  that  one  seized  of  a  moiety  as  tenant  in  common  or  joint-tenant 
cannot  join  in  one  writ  with  a  coparcener;  that  the  parcener  cannot  have  the  writ 
by  virtue  of  the  statute,  because,  as  she  had  a  remedy  at  common  law,  the  statute 
does  not  apply  to  her;  and  that  the  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common  can  only  have 
the  writ  by  virtue  of  the  statute.  Hence  the  parceners  must  apply  alone  at  common 
law,  or  the  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common  must  apply  alone  under  the  statute. 
(AlLnatton  Partition,  58.)  "The  writ  is  not  necessarily  conliued  to  mere  joint-tenants, 
or  mere  tenants  in  common.  It  may  so  happen  that  several  ix-rsons  may,  as  to  a  cer- 
tain undivided  proportion  of  the  estate,  bo  joint-tenants,  and  as  to  the  residue  bo 
tenants  in  common;  yet  a  vrrii  may  be  well  brought  by  one  or  more  of  them  against 
their  companions."     (lb.  59,  citing  Rider  i'.  Williamson,  And.  42.) 
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joined  with  others  who  are  so  entitled;   nor  should  any  one 
be  made  a  party  defendant  who  can  neither  take  nor  lose 
anything  by  the  partition.'     It  has  sometimes  been  held  that 
all  the  cotenants  cannot  join  in  demanding  a  partition.    Thus, 
at  an  early  day  in  Massachusetts,  when  all  the  co-owners 
joined  in  the  petition,  it  was  denied,  because  "the  appli- 
cants, if  qualified,  in  point  of  age  and  mental  capacity,  to 
maintain  this  process,  are  also  competent  to  effect  among 
themselves,   and   by  their   own  agreements   and   contracts, 
every  valuable  and  proper  purpose  which  they  can  be  sup- 
posed to  have  by  the  partition;"  and  further,  because  "the 
statute  plainly  implies  that  this  process  is  only  maintainable 
when  the  applicant  has  a  share  only,  and  the  respondent,  or 
some  other  person  not  applying,  had  an  interest,  respecting 
which  the  partition  by  this  process  will  be  conclusive,  to 
some  purposes  at  least,  after  due  notice.     It  will  be  danger- 
ous to  give  sanction  of  this  kind  to  an  agreement  to  divide, 
where  all  the  parties  professedly  interested  are  applicants  for 
a  partition  among  themselves."-   Judge  Scott,  in  pronouncing 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  said:  "The 
statute  contemplates  that  in  suits  for  partition  there  should 
be  a  plaintiff  and  a  defendant.     In  all  suits  at  common  law, 
there  must  be  an  actoi'  and  a  reus.     If  parties  come  in  volun- 
tary and  ask  a  Court  to  make  a  partition  among  them,  and  it 
is  done,  they  will  stand  afterwards  just  as  they  did  before  the 
Court  interfered,  so  far  as  judicial  sanction  is  concerned."^ 
The  views  here  expressed  by  Judge  Scott  were  soon  after- 
wards repudiated  in  the  same  Court,  on  the  ground  that  pro- 
ceedings for  partition  were,  in  that  State,  statutory  and  in 
many  respects  sui  generis;   that  the  practice  of  uniting  as 
petitioners  all  the  parties  in  interest  had  long  been  followed, 
and  that  great  injustice  would  inevitably  result  from  ignoring 
titles  based  on  this  practice;   and  further,  that  the  statute 
clearly  contemplated  the  union  of  all  the  cotenants  as  peti- 
tioners whenever  they  saw  proper  so  to  unite.*    The  rule  that 
the  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  is  fatal  to  the  maintenance 

'  Mark  v.  Mark,  9  Watts.  411;  Power  v.  PoT\er,  7  Watt,s,  205. 

"  Swett  V.  Bussey,  7  Mass.  oOi. 

2  Bompart  v.  Eodermaii,  21  Mo.  399. 

*  Wau"li  ('.  Blumcnthal,  28  Mo.  1G4;  Lamed  v.  Kenshaw,  37  Mo.  462. 
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of  au  action  Las  been  thought  to  be  applicable  to  \vTits  for 
partition.  Thus  Kennedy,  Justice,  pronouncing  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  said:  "No  good 
reason  can  be  shown,  I  apprehend,  for  exempting  an  action 
for  partition  from  this  rule.  It  being  a  real  action  in  its 
nature,  and  particularly,  from  the  nature  of  the  general  issue 
that  is  appropriate  to  it,  if  there  be  any  difference  between 
it  and  mere  personal  actions  of  tort,  it  is  that  the  rule  seems 
to  be  applicable  to  it,  when  too  many  persons  are  made  co- 
defendants  as  well  as  where  too  many  join  in  becoming  co- 
plaintiffs.'" 

§  460.  Rights  acquired  after  filing  Partition.— It  is  ma- 
terial that  the  applicant  should  be  entitled  to  partition  at  the 
time  when  his  demand  for  it  was  made.  If  a  reversioner  file 
a  bill  for  partition,  it  must  be  dismissed  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  before  the  hearing  he  purchased  the  life  estate,  and 
thereby  acquired  an  interest  entitling  him  to  partition. ^  A 
like  result  must  follow  where  the  reversioner,  subsequentl}- 
to  filing  his  petition,  becomes  entitled  to  the  possession 
through  the  termination  of  the  particular  estate  ;=*  and  also 
where  the  petitioner  held  a  defeasible  estate,  which,  through 
lapse  of  time,  became  indefeasible  before  his  petition  was 
heard."  In  Vermont,  a  petition,  filed  before  the  applicant's 
right  became  perfect,  was  sustained,  process  not  being  served 
until  his  title  had  become  absolute.^ 

^  461.  Cotenant  by  Disseizin  or  Tax  Title. — That  the 
applicant  procured  the  title  to  his  moiety  by  disseizin  or  by 
tax  sale  is  no  answer  to  his  petition  for  partition.  If  he  has 
become  a  cotenant,  and  is  of  right  and  in  fact  in  possession 
of  the  property  to  be  divided,  the  manner  of  his  acquisition 
is  immaterial.  But  he  must  show  clearly  that  he  is  a  cotenant, 
and  must  negative  every  fact  the  existence  of  which  would 
defeat  his  title.  He  must  therefore  prove  that  the  person  to 
whose   title   he   claims   to   have   succeeded   by  disseizin  or 

'  Lockhart  i'.  Power,  2  Watts,  372. 

-  Evans  v.  BagsLaw,  L.  It.  ,5  Cli.  340;  Attorney-General  v.  Avon,  11  W.  IJ.  1050. 

^  Huunewell  v.  Taylor,  G  Cusli.  470. 

♦  Plioliw  V.  Palmer,  15  Gray,  501. 

»  Hawley  v.  Sopcr.  18  Vt.  322. 
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through  a  tax  sale  was  free  from  disability,  for  otherwise  the 
tax  sale  might  still  be  defeated  by  a  redemption  or  the  title 
by  disseizin  avoided  by  suit  within  a  proper  time  after  the 
removal  of  the  disability.' 

'  EossD.  Cobb,  48111.  111. 

Note  containing  a  synopsis  of  the  statutes  of  the  several  States,  showing  what  may 
be  partitioned,  and  who  may  apply  therefor. 

Alabama. — "Any  property — real,  personal,  or  mixed — held  by  joint  owners  or  ten- 
ants in  common,  may  be  divided  among  them  on  the  application  of  the  persons  en- 
titled thereto,  or  any  one  of  them,  in  wiiting,  to  the  Judge  of  Pi'obate  of  the  county 
in  which  the  property  is.  Such  appUcation  may  be  made  by  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator of  a  deceased  person  in  interest,  or  by  a  guardian  of  a  minor  or  person  of  un- 
sound mind." — Code  of  Ala.,  ed.  1867,  sec.  3105. 

Aeka>'Sas.— "  When  any  lauds,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  shall  be  held  in  joint- 
tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenary,  whether  such  right  or  title  be  devised 
by  purchase,  devise,  or  descent,  or  whether  any,  all,  or  a  part  of  such  claimants  be 
of  full  age  or  minors,  it  shall  be  lawful  lor  any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  interested, 
by  themselves  if  of  full  age,  or  by  their  guardians,  if  minors,  to  present  their  petition 
praying  for  a  partition,"  etc. — Grould's  St.  of  Ark.,  ed,  1858,  p.  811,  sec.  1.  Sec.  32, 
same  statute,  provides  for  partition  when  some  of  the  cotenants  have  estates  for  life 
or  years,  and  others  have  estates  in  fee.  Guardians  of  minors  or  of  persons  of  un- 
sound mind  are  authorized,  "in  behalf  of  their  respective  wards,  to  do  and  pei-form 
any  matter  or  thing  respecting  the  division  of  lands  or  tenements,  as  herein  directed, 
which  shall  be  binding  on  such  ward." — lb.,  p.  815,  sec.  34. 

Calitokxia. — "When  several  cotenants  hold  and  are  in  possession  of  real  proijerty 
as  parceners,  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  in  which  one  or  more  of  them 
have  an  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  lives,  or  for  years,  an  action  may  be  bi-ought 
by  one  or  more  of  such  persons  for  a  partition  thereof." — Code  C.  P.,  sec.  752. 

Connecticut. — On  petition  of  any  person  interested,  a  partition  may  be  ordered  o'f 
any  real  estate,  held  in  joint-tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenai-y;  also  of  any 
real  estate  held  by  tenants  in  tail. — Rev.  of  1866,  p.  398,  sec.  38. 

Delaware. — "Writs  for  the  partition  of  i-eal  estate,  held  in  joint-tenancy,  or  ten- 
ancy in  common,  may  be  issued  by  the  Superior  Com't." — Rev.  St.,  ed.  1874,  p.  527, 
sec.  3.  "  When  any  two  or  more  persons  hold  as  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common, 
lands  or  tenements  within  this  State,  any  one  or  more  of  them,  being  of  lawful  age, 
or  the  guardian  of  any  being  under  age,  may  prefer  a  petition  to  the  Chancellor," 
etc.— lb.,  p.  528,  sec.  8. 

Florida. — The  bill  or  petition  may  be  filed  by  any  one  or  more  of  several  joint- 
tenants,  tenants  in  common  or  coparceners. — Bush's  Digest,  p.  616,  sec.  2.  The  stat- 
ute also  provides  for  the  partition  of  personal  property. — lb.,  p.  620,  sec.  13. 

Georgia. — Application  for  pai-tition  may  be  made  in  all  cases  where  two  or  more 
are  common  owners  of  lands  and  tenements. — Code  of  G«o.,  ed.  1873,  sec.  3996.  "  If 
the  party  desiring  the  writ  of  partition  be  of  full  age,  and  free  from  disability,  he 
may  make  the  application  either  in  person  or  by  his  agent  or  attorney  in  fact,  or  at 
law,  and  if  the  application  is  for  the  benefit  of  a  minor,  a  lunatic,  feme,  covei-t,  or 
cestui  que  trust,  it  may  be  made  by  the  guardian  of  such  minor,  or  lunatic,  by  the 
husband  of  such  feme  covert,  or  the  trustee  of  such  cestui  que  trust." — lb.,  sec.  3997. 
Personal  property  may  be  partitioned  in  the  same  manner  as  real  estate. — lb.,  sec. 
4008. 
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Illinois.— The  part  of  the  statute  of  this  State  which  designates  what  property 
may  be  partitioned  and  who  may  apply  for  pai-tition,  is  substantially  like  sec.  1  of  the 
statute  of  Ai-kansa;s.     (See  Gross'  St.,  p.  469,  sec.  1.) 

Indiana. — "All  persons  holding  lauds  as  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  or  ten- 
ants in  coparcenaiy,  may  be  compelled  to  divide  the  same." — -Rev.  St.,  ed.  1852,  p. 
329,  sec.  1.    The  applicaiion  may  be  made  by  any  such  tenant. — lb.,  sec.  2. 

Iowa. — The  Code  pro-vades  that  partition  shall  be  by  equifciblo  proceedings,  and 
makes  no  other  designation  as  to  who  may  have  partition,  nor  of  what  it  may  be  had. 
(See  sec.  3277  of  Code  of  1873.) 

Kansas. — Nothing  said  in  the  statute  in  reference  to  who  may  apply.  (See  Genl. 
St.,ed.  1868,  p.  753.) 

Kentucky. — "Lands  held  by  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  coparceners  or  de- 
visees, may  be  divided,"  etc.  "The  party  desiring  such  partition  may  apply,"  eto. — 
Stanton's  Rev.  St.,  vol.  2,  p.  100,  sees.  1,  2. 

Maine. — "  Persons  seized,  or  having  a  right  of  entiy  into  real  estate  in  fee-simple 
or  for  life,  as  tenants  in  common,  joint-tenants,  or  copartners,  may  bo  compelled  to 
divide  the  same."  "  Pei-sons  so  entitled,  imd  those  in  possession  or  having  a  right  of 
entry  for  a  term  of  years,  as  tenants  in  common,  may  present  a  petition,"  etc. — Rev. 
St.  of  Me.,  ed.  1871,  p.  694,  sees.  1,  2. 

Makyland. — Partition  may  be  decreed  of  any  lands,  or  tenements,  or  any  right,  in- 
terest, or  estate  therein,  legal  or  equitable,  on  the  bill  or  petition  of  any  joint-tenant, 
tenant  in  common  or  jDarccner,  or  of  any  concurrent  owner,  whether  claiming  by  de- 
scent or  purchase.  The  application,  if  on  behalf  of  an  infant,  may  bo  made  by  his 
guardian  or  prochein  ami,  .and  if  on  behalf  of  a  lunatic,  may  bi^  by  his  committee  or 
trustee.— Public  Genl.  Laws,  ed.  1860,  p.  91,  sec.  99. 

Massachusetts. — "  Persons  holding  land  as  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  or  ten- 
ants in  common,  may  bo  compelled  to  tlivide  the  same."  "  One  or  more  of  the  per- 
sons so  holding  may  apply." — Genl.  St.,  ed.  1860,  p.  698,  sees.  1,  2.  The  applicant 
must  have  an  estate  in  possession — (lb.,  p.  G99,  sec.  3) — but  partition  may  bo  made 
notwithstanding  a  lease  of  the  whole  or  of  part. — lb.,  p.  705,  sec.  67.  No  tenant  for 
less  than  twenty  years  can  have  partition  against  a  tenant  of  the  freehold.— lb.,  p.  699. 
sec.  4.  Tenants  for  years  may  have  partition  among  one  another,  not  to  afl'ect  their 
landlords  or  reversioners. — lb.,  sec.  5.  The  statute  also  provides  foi-  the;  partition  of 
water  rights.— lb.,  p.  706,  sec.  77. 

Michigan. — "All  persons  holding  lands  as  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common, 
may  have  partition  tliereof."  "Any  one  or  more  of  the  persons  so  holding  may  in- 
stitute a  suit."  Such  suit  cannot  be  sustained  by  one  having  an  estate  in  reversion  or 
remainder.— Comp.  Laws,  ed.  1871,  sec.  6266-6268. 

Minnesota. — "  When  two  or  more  persons  are  interested  in  real  property  as  joint- 
tenants,  or  as  tenants  in  common,  in  which  one  or  morc'  of  them  have  an  estate  of 
inheritance  or  for  life  or  years,  an  action  may  bo  brought  by  one  of  such  persons 
against  the  others  for  a  partition  thereof." — Bissell's  St.,  ed.  1873,  p.  888,  sec.  34. 

MissiBSU'Pi. — "All  iJersous  who  are  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  or  copaaxe- 
ners,  having  estates  in  land  in  this  Stated,  in  possession,  or  having  tlio  mere  right  of 
possession,  whether  the  joint  interest  in  such  lands  bo  in  fee-simplo  or  for  a  term  not 
less  than  five  yxars,  shall  bo  entitled  to  i«irtition  of  such  laiuls.  But  tliose  who  hold 
in  reversion  or  remainder  shall  not  be  entitled  to  this  remedy."— Rev.  Code,  ed.  1871, 
»ec.  1809.  "Any  one  or  more  of  the  parties  interested,  whether  suing  in  their  own 
right  or  as  executors  or  guardians,  may  institute  proceedings  lor  pia-tition." — Jb., 
sec.  1814. 

C.  &  p.— 36 
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Missouri.—"  In  all  cases  where  lauds,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  are  held  in  joint- 
tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenary,  including  estates  in  fee,  for  life,  or  for 
years,  tenancy  by  the  courtesy  and  in  dower,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  one  or  more  of  the 
paxties  interested  therein,  whether  adults  or  minoi-s,  to  file  a  petition,  asking  for  the 
admeasurement  and  setting  off  of  any  dower  interest  therein,  if  any,  and  for  the  par-  , 
tition  of  the  remainder."— Rev.  St.,  ed.  1865,  p.  611,  sec.  1. 

Nebbaska.— "All  tenants  in  common  or  joint-tenants  of  any  estate  in  land  may  be 
compelled  to  make  or  suflfer  partition  of  such  estate  or  estates."— Code  C.  P.,  sec. 
802. 

Nkvaca.— The  statute  of  this  State  is  substantially  like  that  of  California.  (See 
Comp.  Laws,  ed.  1873,  sec.  1327.) 

New  Jebsey.— "Any  person,  being  a  copai-ceuer,  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common, 
in  any  tract  or  tracts  of  land  within  this  State  may  apply  to  any  Justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  etc.,  for  a  partrtion  of  such  tract  or  tracts."— Nixon's  Dig.,  4th  ed.  p. 
666,  sec.  1.  In  addition  to  this  statute,  another  is  in  force  like  that  of  3  and  4  Wm. 
fV'.—Ib.,  p.  677,  sec.  1  to  8.  Also  another  statute  providing  that  'partition  of  lands, 
held  by  coparceners,  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common  may  be  made,  notwithstand- 
ing the  share  held  by  any  coparcener,  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  may  be  for 
a  less  estate  than  a  fee,  or  may  be  limited  over  after  an  estate  for  Ufe,  or  any  estate 
therein;  and  such  partition  shall  bind  all  tenants  of  such  share,  in  remainder,  rever- 
sion, or  expectancy,  who  shall  be  entitled  only  to  that  part  of  the  lands  partitioned  as 
may  be  set  off  in  severalty  to  the  share  upon  which  such  remainder  or  expectancy  is 
limited."— lb.,  p.  G73,  sec.  53. 

New  HAaiPSHiRE. — "One  or  more  persons,  having  or  holding  real  estate  with  others, 
in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  after  an  estate  of  freehold,  if  such  remainder 
is  vested  and  not  contingent,  may  have  partition  thereof."— Genl.  St.,  ed.  1867,  p.  463, 
sec.  1. 

NE^v  York.— The  statute  is  similar  to  that  of  California,  except  that  the  applicant 

must  Ik-  of  full  age 3  Rev.  St.,  5th  ed.  p.  603,  sec.  1.    The  Supreme  Court  may  also 

authorize  proceedings  for  partition  to  be  commenced  on  behalf  of  an  infant.— lb.,  p. 
604,  sees.  5,  6. 

NoKTH  Cakolina.— Partition  may  be  made  '•  on  the  petition  of  one  or  more  persons 
claiming  any  real  estate  as  tenants  in  common."— Code  of  N.  C.  ed.  1855,  p.  452,  8e<;. 
1.    The  same  right  is  given  to  cotenants  of  personal  propertj-.- lb.,  p.  457,  sec.  17 

Ohio.- "All  joint-tenants,  tenants  in  common,  and  coparceners  of  any  estate  in 
lands  and  tenements  and  hereditaments  within  this  State,  may  be  compelled  to  make 
or  suffer  partition  of  such  estate  or  estates."- Swan's  Rev.  St.,  ed.  1854,  p.  590,  sec.  1 . 

Oregon.— The  statute  is  like  that  of  California  and  New  York.— Deady's  Genl. 
Laws,  ed.  1864,  p.  255,  sec.  419. 

Pennsylvania.— Partition  may  be  made  '■  at  the  suit  of  any  tenant  in  common, 
joint-tenant,  or  copartner."— 2  Brightly's  Purdon's  Digest,  p.  1112,  sees.  1,  5. 

Rhode  Island.- Every  joint-tenant,  tenant  in  common,  or  coparcener,  seized  or 
possessed  of  any  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  j-ears,  in  any  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments,  in  their  own  right  or  the  right  of  their  wives,  may  compel  parti- 
tion. Such  partition  continues  only  until  the  estate  of  some  of  the  parties  deter- 
mines, except  when  tho  tenant  in  reversion  or  remainder  joins  with  the  tenant  for 
life  or  years  in  demanding  partition,  when  the  partition  shall  be  of  the  whole  estate.— 
Genl.  St.,  ed.  1872,  p.  519,  sees.  1  to  5. 
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SociH  Gabollva.— Partition  may  be  made  upon  the  petition  of  any  person  or  per- 
sons interested  in  any  real  estate  as  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common  of  an  estate- 
of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  lives  or  years.— Rev.  St.,  ed.  1873,  pp.  530-:.  sees.  1,  4. 

Tennessee.— -Any  person  luu-ing  an  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for  life  or  for  year.s, 
in  lands,  and  holding  and  being  in  possession  thereof  as  tenant  in  common  or  other- 
wise, with  others,  is  entitled  to  a  partition  thereof."— St.  of  Tenn.,  ed.  1871,  sec.  3262. 

Texas.— "All  part  O'miers  of  any  estates  of  inheritance  in  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  in  their  own  rights,  or  in  the  rights  of  other  persons,  and  all  part 
owners  who  hold,  for  a  term  of  life  or  years,  with  others  who  may  havi-  «  states  of  in- 
heritance, or  freehold  in  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  may  be  t'ompelled 
to  make  partition  between  tJiem,  of  such  lauds,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  as  they 
may  hold  as  part  owners;  but  no  such  partition  between  a  part  owner,  or  o\mers,  who 
hold  estates  for  term  of  Life  or  years,  with  others  who  hold  equal  or  greater  estates, 
shall  be  prejudicial  to  those  entitled  to  the  reversions,  or  remainders,  after  the  death 
of  the  owners  for  life,  or  after  the  expiration  of  the  years."— Pascal's  Digest,  Art.  4707. 
•'  Part  owners  of  slaves  and  other  personal  property  may  be  compelled  to  make  parti- 
tion between  them." — lb..  Art.  4711. 

VERMoxT.-'-Auy  person,  having  or  holding  real  estate  with  others,  as  joint- tenants, 
tenants  in  common,  or  coparceners,  may  have  partition  thereof  in  the  manner  here- 
inafter  provided.  Such  person  may  apply  to  tlie  County  Court,  *  *  *  praying  for  a 
pai-titiou."— Genl.  St.,  Vt.,  p.  353,  sees.  1,  2. 

VmoixiA.—" Tenants  in  common,  joint-tenants,  and  coparceners,  shall  be  com- 
pellable to  make  partition."— Code  of  Ta.,  p.  920,  sec.  1. 

West  Vieginia.— Same  as  Virginia.— Code  of  West  Va..  p.  486,  sec.  1. 

WiscoN.SLS.— "All  persons  holding  lands  as  joint-tenants,  ur  tenants  in  coparcenary 
or  common,  may  have  partition  thereof."— 2  Taylor's  St.  of  Wis.,  p.  1678,  sec.  1. 
"Anyone  or  more  of  the  per.sous  so  holding  lands  may  institute  an  action."- lb.,  sec. 
2.  "  Such  action  may  be  maintained  by  any  person  who  has  an  estate  iu  possession 
in  the  lands  of  which  partition  is  sought,  but  not  by  any  one  wlio  has  only  an  estate 
therein  in  remainder  or  reversion." — lb.,  p.  1679,  sec.  3. 


CHAPTEE   XXII. 

or  PARTIES  DEFENDANT,  AND  THE  PERSONS  BOUND  BY  PARTITION. 

Division  of  the  Subject,  ^  462. 

All  the  Cotenants  must  be  Parties,  $  403. 

If  Cotenant  dies,  his  Heirs  must  be  brought  into  Court,  ^  464. 

Grantee  of  part,  by  Metes  and  Bounds,  ^j  465. 

Cotenants  under  Disability  of  Coverture,  §  466. 

Cotenants  under  Disability  of  Infancy,  ^  467. 

Granting  Infants  a  new  Partition,  §  468. 

Lunatics,  §  469. 

Purchasers  pendente  lite,  ^  470. 

Administrators,  §  471. 

Wife  of  Cotenant,  claiming  Dower,  ()  472. 

Wife  of  Cotenant,  when  claiming  Homestead,  §  473. 

Wife  of  Cotenant,  claiming  Dower,  how  affected  by  Sale,  $  474. 

Wife  of  Cotenant,  where  Husband  sold  before  Partition,  ^  475. 

Widow  of  Cotenant,  how  affected  by  Sale  in  Partition.  ^  476. 

Husband  of  Cotenant  claiming  Life  Estate,  ^  477. 

Imcumbrancers,  how  affected  by  Partition,  §  478. 

Imcumbrancers,  how  affected  by  Partition  Sale,  $  479. 

Lessees,  §  480. 

Disseizors,  §  481. 

Persons  not  in  esse,  $  482. 

Unknown  Owners,  §  483. 

{J  462.  Division  of  the  Subject.— If  it  be  ascertained  that 
the  property  sought  to  be  divided  is  a  proper  subject  for  a 
compulsory  partition,  and  that  the  person  desirous  of  pro- 
curing a  partition  is,  under  the  law,  competent  to  institute 
proceedings  therefor,  the  next  question  to  be  considered  is, 
who  are  proper  and  necessary  parties  defendant;  who  must  be 
brought  before  the  Court  to  enable  the  petitioner  to  procure 
the  most  perfect  and  absolute  title  to  the  purparty  to  be  as- 
signed to  him,  which  it  is  possible  for  him  to  acquire  by  a 
compulsory  partition;  or  to  enable  the  purchaser,  in  case  a 
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sale  of  the  property  is  ordered,  to  obtain  a  title  so  satisfactory 
that  no  reasonable  objections  can  be  urged  against  it.  In 
treating  of  parties  defendant,  we  shall  speak,  first,  of  the  co- 
tenants  themselves;  second,  of  persons  who  though  not  co- 
tenants  at  the  institution  of  the  proceedings,  have  rights  and 
interests  attached  to  some  part  of  the  property  of  the  coten- 
ancy, such  as  lienholders  and  tenants  in  dower;  third,  of  per- 
sons not  in  being  at  the  filing  of  the  petition,  but  who  on 
coming  {)i  esse  may  be  entitled  to  some  interest  in  the  property; 
and  fourth,  of  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  property  as 
tenants  of  moieties  or  in  severalty,  and  proceeded  against  as 
unknown  owners. 

^  463.  All  the  Cotenants  must  be  Parties. — It  is  a  gen- 
eral principle  of  law  that  a  litigation  can  never  result  in  an 
adjudication  which  will  be  binding  upon  others  than  the 
parties  to  the  suit,  and  their  privies  in  blood  or  in  estate. 
To  this  general  rule  proceedings  in  rem  form  no  exception, 
for  in  those  proceedings  the  subject  of  the  litigation  is  itself 
a  party,  and  being  itself  bound  by  the  result,  all  interests  in 
it  must  be  likewise  bound.  A  suit  for  partition  is  some- 
times spoken  of  as  a  proceeding  i)i  rein;  but  ordinaril}-  it  is 
not  such  a  proceeding,  for  the  process  is  not  served  upon 
the  land,  nor  is  the  land  a  party  defendant,  nor  is  the  final 
judgment  binding  on  any  of  the  cotenants  who  were  not 
brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  by  some  service 
of  process,  actual  or  constructive.  It  is  therefore  indisj)ens- 
able  that  all  the  cotenants  not  uniting  in  the  petition  be  made 
parties  defendant.'  In  treating  of  j^arties  in  Chancery,  in 
the  case  of  Barney  v.  Baltimore  City,'-  Mr.  Justice  Miller 
divides  them  into  three  classes:  1st,  those  who  have  such  a 
relation  to  the  suit,  formal  or  otherwise,  that  Avhile  they  may 
be  called  proper  parties,  the  Court  will  take  no  notice  of  their 
omission;  2d,  those  whose  interests  are  sucli  that  the  Court 

'  Burhansii.  Burhana,  2  Bail).  Ch.  407;  K<  stcr  r.  Stuik,  10  111.  .'):i!>;  i;i:i;,h.;ir  v. 
Maccy,  3  J.  J.  Mai-Hh.  93;  Borah  r.  Arclicr,  7  Dana,  177;  Battcrtoii  r.  Cliil.s.  12  B. 
Monr.  351;  Harlan  v.  Stout,  22  liid.  488;  I;ancahtL-r  r.  Scay,  (!  Hich.  Kq.  HI .  "  Whuro 
a  bill  iH  brouf,'lit  for  a  partition  cithf-r  by  tcnantK  in  coninion  <»r  jr)iiit-t<'naiits  all  jxr- 
HOHK  rwiuircd  to  join  in  tlio  conveyances  mubt  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,"  Calvort 
on  Parties.  259.  eitinp  Anon.  1  Swan.  139. 

■'  C,  Wall.  284. 
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will  oixler  them  to  be  made  paraes,  if  within  its  jurisdiction, 
but  othervTise  will  administer  such  relief  as  it  can  without 
them;  3d,  those  "whose  interests  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit,  and  the  relief  sought,  are  so  bound  up  with  that  of  the 
other  parties,  that  their  legal  presence  as  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceeding is  an  absolute  necessity,  Avithout  which  the  Court 
cannot  proceed.  In  such  cases,  the  Court  refuses  to  enter- 
tain the  suit,  when  these  parties  cannot  be  subjected  to  its 
jurisdiction."  He  then  proceeded  to  quote  and  approve  the 
following  description  of  this  third  cltiss  as  given  in  Shiels  v. 
Barrow:'  They  are  "persons  who  not  only  have  an  interest 
in  the  controversy  but  an  interest  of  such  a  nature  that  a 
final  decree  cannot  be  made  without  either  affecting  that  in- 
terest or  leaving  the  controversy  in  such  a  condition  that  its 
final  determination  may  be  wholly  inconsistent  with  equity 
and  good  conscience."  He  next  stated  that  this  description 
applied  to  all  cotenants  where  the  suit  was  for  partition,  say- 
ing: "If  a  decree  is  made  which  is  intended  to  bind  them, 
it  is  manifestly  unjust  to  do  this  when  they  are  not  parties  to 
the  suit,  and  have  no  opportunity  to  be  heard.  But  as  the 
decree  cannot  bind  them,  the  Court  cannot,  for  that  very 
reason,  afford  the  relief  asked  to  the  other  parties.  If,  for 
instance,  the  decree  should  partition  the  land  and  state  an 
account,  the  particular  pieces  of  land  allotted  to  the  parties 
before  the  Coui4  would  still  be  undivided  as  to  these  parties, 
whose  interest  in  each  piece  would  remain  as  before  the  par- 
tition. And  they  could  at  any  time  apply  to  the  proper  Court, 
and  ask  a  repartition  of  the  whole  tract,  unaffected  by  the 
decree  in  this  case,  because  they  can  be  bound  by  no  decree 
to  which  they  are  not  parties."  While  the  rule  seems  to  be 
invariable  that  Courts  will  not  proceed  to  a  partition  in  the 
absence  of  any  of  the  cotenants,  yet  it  must  be  remembered 
that  this  rule  is  confined  to  cotenants  of  the  estate  of  which 
partition  is  sought.  Hence,  a  partition  may  be  ordered  of 
an  estate  for  years,  or  for  life,  or  of  a  mere  equity,  although 
the  tenants  of  the  reversion  or  of  the  legal  title  are  not  before 
the  Court.  In  such  case,  while  the  absent  parties  are  not 
bound,  yet  the  partition  made  is,  to  the  extent  of  th^  interests 

'  17  How.  U.  S.  130. 
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withAvhich  it  assumes  to  deal,  perfect  and  conclusive.'  But 
by  proceeding  in  equit}',  the  holders  of  the  equitable  title 
may  make  the  holders  of  the  legal  title  parties,  and  may  thus 
obtain  complete  title  both  at  law  and  in  equity  to  their  re- 
spective pui-parties.  It  has  also  been  held  that  unless  some 
special  reason  for  their  omission  can  be  shown,  the  Court 
ought  not  to  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  cotenants  of  the 
legal  title.  In  a  case  in  Kentucky  where  the  holders  of  the 
legal  title  were  made  defendants,  but  no  decree  was  entered 
against  them,  and  the  failure  to  decree  a  conveyance  from 
them  was  assigned  as  error,  the  Court  of  Appeals,  by  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  said:  "In  a  case  where,  owing  to  peculiar 
i-ircumstances,  the  legal  title  could  not  be  at  once  conveyed, 
the  Court  might  doubtless  make  partition,  give  possession, 
and  secure  the  enjoyment  accordingly,  until  ejffectual  convey- 
ances could  be  made.  But  where  there  is  no  obstacle  to  de- 
creeing the  title  at  once,  or  where  the  obstacle  is  such  that 
its  removal  may  affect  the  partition  itself,  the  general  practice 
of  the  Court,  and  the  principle  and  object  of  its  jurisdiction, 
require  such  proceedings,  that  the  whole  matter  should  be 
settled  and  the  partition  effectuated  by  a  conveyance  of  the 
title  according  to  the  equities  of  the  parties.  Otherwise,  one 
or  more  new  contests  may  spring  up  in  the  attempt  to  procure 
the  legal  title.'" - 

{J  464.  Cotenant  Dying,  his  Heirs  must  be  made  Par- 
ties.— It  is  essential  that  the  persons  whose  interests  are 
sought  to  be  affected  be  parties  to  the  suit  at  the  time  the 
judgment  or  decree  disposing  of  their  interest  is  made,  ex- 
cept where  a  transfer  has  been  made  pendente  lite  under  such 
circumstances  that  the  title  of  the  assignee  is  held  by  him 
subject  to  the  result  of  the  litigation.  If  pending  a  partition 
suit  between  cotenants  who  do  not  hold  witli  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship, one  of  them  die,  the  action  thereby  becomes  de- 
fective, and  cannot  properly  proceed  until  the  successors  in 
interest  of  the  deceased  are  brought  before  the  Court.  By 
his  death  his  heirs  have  become  cotenants  in  liis  stead,  and 

'  story's  Eq.  Jur.  h<;c.  G5C.  In  a  suit  between  tenants  in  common,  for  nurtition  of 
ari  CHtatc  or  intercut  carved  out  of  the  IVe.  the  owner  of  the  fee,  who  is  the  common 
Bource  of  title,  is  not  a  necessan-  party.     <':inliol<l  c.  Fonl,  2K  Darb.  a-12. 

^  Hunter  v.  Brown,  7  B.  Monr.  'IM. 
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their  rights  as  such  cannot  be  litigated  in  their  absence.  In 
New  York,  a  bill  for  partition  was  filed,  and  was  taken  as 
confessed  against  all  the  defendants.  One  of  them  died  be- 
fore any  further  proceedings  were  taken.  The  suit  proceeded 
without  any  revivor  against  his  heirs,  resulting  in  a  sale  of 
the  j:)remises.  The  heirs  of  the  deceased  cotenant  brought 
an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  purchaser  at  the  partition 
sale.  In  this  suit  they  prevailed,  on  the  ground  that  the 
partition  proceedings  were,  as  against  them,  absolutely  void.' 
So  in  California  where,  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  a  supplemental 
decree  had  been  made,  subsequently  to  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, disposing  of  the  community  property,  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  another  action  in  which  the  effect  of  the  decree  was 
questioned,  said:  "The  supplemental  decree  in  the  divorce 
suit,  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
whole  land  sued  for,  was,  in  our  judgment,  null  and  void  as 
against  the  heirs  at  law  of  Harman.  By  the  death  of  Har- 
man,  the  suit  abated  for  all  the  purposes  of  judicial  action 
therein  on  the  subject  of  partitioning  the  common  property, 
and  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  adjudge  that  the  prop- 
erty should  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  without  a  re- 
vivor as  to  the  heirs.  No  such  revivor  was  had,  and  the  in- 
terests of  the  heirs  were  therefore  unaffected  by  the  supple- 
mental decree,  and  the  transactions  under  it."^  But  we 
apprehend  that  the  decisions  holding  as  void  in  all  cases  de- 
crees of  partition  rendered  against  parties  who  were  duly 
served  with  process,  and  thereafter  and  before  judgment 
died,  will  not  be  received  with  universal  concurrence,  espe- 
cially where  an  inspection  of  the  whole  record  in  the  partition 
suit  would  have  no  tendency  to  put  the  purchaser  upon  his 
guard.  Many  of  the  authorities  in  reference  to  judgments 
against  deceased  parties  hold  that  the  service  of  process  gives 
Courts  jurisdiction  which  they  may  exercise  to  final  judg- 
ment; that  on  the  death  of  a  party.  Courts  ought  to  pause 
until  his  successor  in  interest  can  be  brought  in,  but  that  if 
they  do  not  so  pause,  their  action,  though  erroneous,  is  not 
void. 

i  Requa  v.  Holmes,  16  N.  Y.  198,  Requa  v.  Holmes,  26  N.  Y.  347. 
■•^  Ewald  V.  Corbett,  32  Cal.  499.  ^  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sees.  140, 153. 
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§  465.     Grantee  of  Part, — We  have  in  a  pre\-ious  part  of 
this  work  treated  of  the  effect  of  couveiyances  made  by  one 
of  the  cotenants,  assuming  to  convey  bj  metes  and  bounds 
his  interest  in  some  portion  of  the  Liuds  of  the  cotenancy; 
and  have  there  shown  that,  according  to  some  of  the  author- 
ities, such  a  conveyance  may  be  disregarded  for  all  puq^oses 
by  all  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor;  while,  according  to  other 
authorities,  the  conveyance  makes  the  grantee  a  tenant  in 
common  of  the  tract  so  conveyed,  and  is  valid  and  binding, 
except  that  it  can  in  no  respect  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
cotenants  of  the  whole  tract  to  a  compulsory  partition  there- 
of.'    In  those  States  M'here  such  a  conveyance  is  regarded  as 
void  against  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor,  the  grantee  is  not 
usually  considered  as  a  necessary  party  defendant  to  a  suit 
for  partition;  and  such  suit  may  be  prosecuted  to  a  final  de- 
cree without  taking  any  notice  of  him  whatsoever.^    But  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  grantee  of  a  specified  parcel  will  be- 
come seized  thereof  in  severalty  if,  upon  partition,  it  should  be 
assigned  to  him  or  to  his  grantor;^  and  that  if  not  so  assigned, 
he  will  lose  his  entire  interest.*    He  is  more  deeply  interested 
in  the  partition  than  are  any  of  the  tenants  in  common  of  the 
entire  tract.     It  matters  little  to  them  where  their  resDective 
purparties  may  be  located.    But  with  the  gi-antee  of  a  special 
location,  it  is  all-important  that  such  a  division  may  be  made 
as  will  allow  his  deed  to  become  oj)erative.    He  is  entitled  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  will,  whenever  his  claims 
are  known  to  the  Court,  be  protected,  as  far  as  possible,  with- 
out doing  injustice  to  the  cotenants  of  the  whole  tract.     He 
has  therefore  been  regarded  as  a  proper  party  defendant  even 
in  States  where  his  conveyance  has  been  spoken  of  as  void 
against  the  cotenant  of  his  grantor.^    In  such  States  the  mak- 
ing of  such  a  grantee  a  party  defendant  may,  perhaps,  be  re- 
quired by  the  Courts  rather  by  reason  of  their  desire  to  do 
complete  justice,  than  as  a  matter  of  absolute  right;  but  in 

'  See  sees.  195  to  20G. 

''■  JackHon  r.  Meyera,  14  Johna.  354;  Blonsum  v.  BrigLtmau,  21  Pick.  284  and  285- 
Brougbtoii  V.  Howe,  (!  Vt.  2G7.  ' 

3  See  sec.  207. 

♦  Cooper  t).  Fisher,  10  L.  J.  K.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  221. 

'■>  Whitton  t'.  Wbitt<jn,  38  N.  H.  133;  Harlun  r.  Luuglmm,  69  Pa.  St.  237. 


^  466  PARTIES    DEFENDANT.  570 

States  where  his  cortreyance  is  regarded  as  valid  and  as  in- 
vesting him  with  all  the  rights  and  interests  which  his  grantor 
had  in  the  tract  conveyed,  his  right  to  be  a  party  defendant 
is  as  absolute  as  that  of  a  cotenant  of  the  whole  tract.'  In 
Ohio,  the  extreme,  and  we  think  untenable,  position  has  been 
taken,  that  where  there  are  several  grantees  of  different  special 
locations,  they  cannot  be  united  as  parties  defendant  to  a  suit 
for  partition  brought  by  one  holding  a  moiety  of  the  whole 
tract.  ^  The  most  that  has  elsewhere  been  claimed  in  behalf 
of  such  grantees,  is  that  they  acquire  the  rights  of  their 
grantor  so  far  only  as  such  rights  may  be  transferred  without 
prejudicing  the  rights  of  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor  to  par- 
tition. The  effect  of  this  Ohio  decision  would  be  to  permit 
each  cotenant  to  break  the  cotenancy  into  fragments,  and  to 
require  a  separate  suit  for  every  fragment.  This,  we  feel  con- 
fident, will  not  be  tolerated  in  any  other  State. 

^  466.  Femes  Covert. — When  one  of  the  cotenants  is  a 
married  woman,  she  is  as  necessary  a  party  defendant  as  if  she 
were  a  feme  sole.  Many  of  the  statutes  in  regard  to  partition 
provide  the  means  and  mode  by  which  she  must  be  brought 
into  Court.  When  the  statute  fails  to  regulate  this  subject,  we 
apprehend  that  she  must  be  made  a  party  and  served  with 
process  as  in  other  civil  cases  affecting  her  separate  estate. 
A  majority  of  the  authorities  sustains  the  view  that  a  judg- 
ment against  a  married  woman  is  as  impregnable  against  a 
collateral  assault  as  if  it  were  against  a  feme  sole,  and  that  a 
judgment  rendered  on  a  cause  of  action  to  which  the  fact  of 
her  coverture  would  have  been  a  sufficient  defense  is  never- 
theless valid  until  set  aside  by  some  appropriate  motion,  or 
reversed  upon  appeal.^  But  coverture  never  afforded  any 
defense  to  a  suit  for  partition.  It  was  always  competent  for 
Courts  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  partition  to  dis- 
pose of  the  moieties  of  feyaes  covert.  We  know  of  no  reason 
why  a  judgment  or  decree  in  partition  should  be  any  less 
binding  on  a  married  woman  than  on  any  other  party  to  the 

'  Gates  u.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  588;  Sutter  o.  San  Francisco,  3G  Cal.  115. 

^  Ebenezer  Prentiss'  Case,  7  Ohio,  Part  2,  p.  132;  Harman  v.  Kelley,  14  Oliio,  .106. 

^  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  150. 
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suit.'     There   are,  it   is   true,   instances   in  which   tnarried 
women  have  been  able  to  escape  from  what  might,  at  first 
glance,  seem  to  be  the  necessary  consequence  of  a  partition. 
But  it  is  well  settled  that  a  person  litigating  in  one  capacity 
can  neither  be  himself  bound  nor  bind  others  when  subse- 
quently litigating  in  another  cajDacity;-  and  also  that  a  former 
adjudication  is  not  conclusive  upon  issues  not  involved  with- 
in it.     All  the  cases  where  femes  covert  have  been  able,  to 
any  extent,  to  avoid  a  compulsory  partition  to  which  they 
were  parties,  are  justified  by  one  or  the  other  of  these  prin- 
ciples, if  they  can  be  justified  at  all.     One  J.  W.,  being  a 
married'man,  was  seized  of  certain  real  estate,  upon  which  an 
execution  was  levied.     Under  this  execution,  a  sale  and  con- 
veyance were  made  by  the  sheriff;  and  the  title  thereby  trans- 
ferred subsequently  vested  in  J.  H.,  the  father-in-law  of  J. 
W.     At  the  death  of  J.  H.,  he  devised  this  real  estate  to 
Mrs.  J.  W.  and  her  sister  as  tenants  in  common.     An  action 
for  partition  was  afterwards  prosecuted  between  the  devisees, 
in  which  no  mention  was  made  of  Mrs.  J.  TV.'s  inchoate  right 
of   dower.     After  the  partition  was  completed,  J.  W.  died, 
and  his  wife  filed  her  petition  for  the  assignment  of  her  dower. 
In  stating  its  reasons  for  sustaining  this  petition,  the  Court 
said:    "The  plaintiff's  claim  is  not  barred  by  the  proceeding 
in  partition  regarded  as  an  adjudication.    It  is  not  resjudicafa. 
That  proceeding  was,  throughout,  silent  in  respect  to  the 
plaintiff's. inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  very  properly  so;  for 
she  then  had  not  only  no  estate,  but  no  right  capable  of  being 
asserted  in  action.     What  she  had  was  a  mere  possibility, 
which  might  or  might  not  subsequently  ripen  into  something 
of  value."''    In  Missouri,  A.  0.  and  wife  were  tenants  by  en- 
tireties of  a  parcel  of  real  estate.     After  the  death  of  A.  C, 
his  wife  again  married.     The  administrator  of  A.  C.'s  estate 
brought  suit  against  the  wife  and  her  second  husband  for  the 
purpose  of   procuring  an  assignment  of   her  dower,   and  of 
having  the  residue  of  the  land  sold  for  the  purposes  of  parti- 
tion.    The  petition   contained  the  usual  and  ordinary  uver- 

'  Doe  on  demise  of  Kliuit  v.  Prciiyniaii,  1  Houw.  Dol.  034;  DiMbruw  c.  Folger,  o  .Vbb. 
Pr.  54;  PillHbury  r.  Dugan'H  Admr.  0  Ohio.  120. 
^  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  156. 
'  Walker  d.  Hall.  15  Ohio  St.  .160. 


^  466  PARTIES    DEFENDANT.  572 

ments  of  a  petition  for  partition  and  to  set  aside  dower.  The 
wife  was  ignorant  of  her  rights  as  survivor  of  the  tenancy  by 
entireties,  and  therefore  made  no  objection  to  the  proceedings 
instituted  by  the  administrator.  A  decree  was  entered  assign- 
ing her  part  of  the  land  as  dower,  and  directing  the  balance 
to  be  sold.  At  the  sale,  the  land  was  purchased  by  persons 
interested  as  heii's  of  the  deceased  and  conversant  with  all 
the  facts  of  the  case,  and  who  were  not  misled  by  any  act  or 
representation  of  the  wife.  Eight  years  afterwards,  the  wife 
becoming  informed  of  her  rights,  filed  her  petition  praying 
that  the  former  proceedings  might  be  set  aside.  The  Supreme 
Court  was  of  the  opinion  "that  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  there  was  certainly  no  rule  of  law  which  would  prohibit 
her  from  maintaining  her  suit  for  the  assertion  of  her  rights."' 
Considerable  stress  was  placed  upon  the  fact  that  the  sale  was 
made  to  persons  fully  acquainted  with  all  the  circumstances, 
and  who  were  parties  in  interest.  The  grounds  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  v/as  deemed  entitled  to  relief  were  not  clearly 
stated  by  the  Coui-t.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  Court 
proceeded  upon  the  theory  suggested  by  the  wife's  counsel, 
that  she  ' '  having  acted  by  mistake  and  in  ignorance  of  her 
rights,  and  no  third  parties  intervening,  a  court  of  equity  will 
grant  relief."  In  Kentucky,  when  the  lands  of  a  married 
woman  are  about  to  be  sold  in  order  to  make  a  partition,  the 
Court  must  require  her  share  of  the  proceeds  to  be  secured 
to  her  by  a  bond,  unless  she,  ' '  being  over  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  upon  privy  examination  before  the  Judge,  or 
a  commissioner  by  him  appointed,  requests  that  no  order  for 
such  bond  be  made.  In  one  case,  a  sale  was  made  without 
requiring  any  bond,  and  without  the  wife  consenting,  on  such 
examination  as  the  statute  designated,  to  waive  such  bond. 
She  did  not  object  to  the  sale,  nor  make  any  motion  to  have 
it  set  aside.  The  purchaser,  however,  refused  to  comply  with 
his  bid,  and  was  sustained  in  his  refusal,  on  the  ground  that 
' '  these  proceedings,  as  to  the  sale,  not  conforming  either  to 
the  Kevised  Statutes  or  Civil  Code,  were  invalid  and  the  sale 
unauthorized,  and  no  valid  title  could,  by  virtue  thereof,  be 
secured  the  purchaser.  "- 

'  Crenshaw  v.  Creek,  52  Mo.  100;  Thompsoa  v.  Kenoe,  12  Mo.  157. 
'  Horsfall  v.  Ford,  5  Bush.  644. 
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g  467.     Infants,— By  the  common  law,  an  infant  could  be 
compelled  to  make  partition.    In  this  respect,  he  could  never 
avail  himself  of  his  disability.     The  fact  of  his  nonage  was 
at  no  time  regarded  as  a  sufficient  reason  for  denying  his  co- 
tenants  their  right  to  have  a  partition.^     The  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  such  writ  was  not  less  binding  on  the  infants 
than  on  the  adults.^     In  equity,  as  the  partition  was  not  con- 
summated until  conveyances  were  executed  by  the  parties  in 
pursuance  of  the  decree  of  the  Court,  an  infant  could  not  be 
compelled  to  make  partition,  because  he  was  incapable  of 
executing  a  conveyance.     But  this  apparent  difficulty  was  so 
nearly  avoided  as  to  be  of  little  consequence.     The  infant 
was  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.     He  could  be 
made  a  party  defendant.    In  partition  cases,  infant  cotenants 
were  brought  before  the  Court;  the  allotments  were  made  as 
in  other  cases;  a  decree  was  entered  quieting  the  enjoyment 
of  the  respective  purparties  to  the  persons  to  whom  they  had 
been  allotted;  and  the  making  of  the  conveyance  was  respited 
until  the  infant  attained  his  majority,  or  until  the  further 
order  of   the  Court.     In  analogy  to  the  practice  in   other 
cases,  the  infant  was  allowed  a  day  after  coming  of  age  to 
show  cause  against  the  decree.^     But  by  statute  13  and  14 
Vict.,  ch.  60,  sec.  30,  an  infant  no  longer  has  his  day  in  court, 
after  coming  of  age,  to  show  cause  against  the  decree;  but  is 
declared  to  be  a  trustee  of  such  portions  as  are  awarded  to 
the  other  cotenants.^     In  America,  the  rule  of  the  common 
law  that  infancy  does  not  suspend  the  right  of  the  adult  co- 
tenants  to  enforce  a  partition  is  believed  to  be  of  universal 
obligation.'^    This  rule  has  been  held  to  bo  applicable  to  a 
sale  of  the  property,  when  a  division  was  impracticable.    The 
right  of  the  adults  "  to  have  the  possession  of  their  propei^y, 
and  to  have  their  wishes  in  the  premises  gratified,  is  to  be 
respected  equally  with  the  interests  of  the  infants.     It  would 
be  monstrous  to  hold,  that  adult  part  owners  should  bo  kept 
out  of  the  enjoyment  of  their  property  merely  because  the 

'  Co.  Litt.  171  a;  Alluatt  on  Partition,  27. 
■'  Allnatt,  G4,  80. 

^  Allnatt,  104;  Story's  Eq.  sec.  C52. 

*  Bowra  v.  Wright,  4  Do  O.  and  S.  2(w;  S.  C.  20  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  210;  S.  C.  3  Eng 
L.  &  E.  190. 
'••  Ilooke  V.  Hookp,  0  Lou.  474. 
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other  part  owners  were  infants,  and  the  interests  of  such  in- 
fants did  not  require  the  property  to  be  sold."*  The  means 
of  bringing  infant  cotenants  before  the  Court  in  order  to  bind 
their  interest  in  a  suit  against  them  for  partition  has  been 
made  the  subject  of  special  statutory  regulation  in  most  of 
the  States.  Unless  the  infant  voluntarily  appeal's  in  some 
manner  authorized  by  law,  or  is  served  with  process  in  sub- 
stantial conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the 
partition  is  not  binding  upon  him.-  But  if  he  be  brought 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the  paiiition  is  as  effect- 
ual against  him  as  against  an  adult, ^  and  cannot  be  avoided 
for  irregulai'ities  or  errors  in  the  subsequent  proceedings.'* 

^  468.  Granting  Infants  a  New  Partition. — While  in- 
fants, in  partition  suits  as  in  other  legal  proceedings,  are  not 
exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts,  and  may  be  re- 
quired to  appear  in  court  for  the  purpose  of  representing  and 
protecting  their  intei-ests,  yet  the  law  is  not  designed  for  the 
pui'pose  of  allowing  dishonest  persons  to  take  advantage  of 
the  incompetency  of  infancy.  And  wherever,  through  the 
collusion  of  the  adult  cotenant  w4th  the  guaixiian  or  other 
person  to  whom  the  duty  of  caring  for  the  infant's  interest  has 
been  assigned,  an  unequal  partition  has  been  made,  courts  of 
equity  are  ready  to  interfere  in  the  infant's  behalf,  and,  by 
ordering  a  new  partition,  to  restore  him  to  the  condition  in 
which  he  was  before  his  interests  were  imperiled  by  collusion 
and  treachery.'"* 

g  469.  Lunatics. — The  authorities  in  regard  to  the  parti- 
tion of  property,  one  of  the  cotenants  of  which  is  a  lunatic, 
are  exceedingly  meagre.  This  much,  however,  is  certain: 
that  the  lunatic,  notwithstanding  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian  or  committee,  is  still  vested  with  the  title  to  his 
property,  and  that  the  legal  title  thereto  cannot  be  affected 

'  Coker  v.  Pitts,  37  Ala.  693. 

'  Shaw  V.  Gregoire,  41  Mo.  413;  Fiske  v.  Kellogg,  3  Oregon,  503;  Hickenbotham  v. 
Blacklege,  54  111.  316;  Savage  v.  Williams,  15  La.  An.  250. 

^  Hite  V.  Thompson,  18  Mo.  461;  Eichards  v.  Richards,  17  Tnd.  636;  Althause  v. 
Radde,  3  Bosw.  410. 

^  Castleman  v.  Pcny,  50  Mo.  583;  Shaw  v.  Gregoire,  35  Mo.  346;  Fulbright  v.  Can- 
nelfox,  30  Mo.  425. 

=  Men-itt  i'.  Shaw,  15  Grant's  Ch.  323;  Long  v.  Mulford,  17  Ohio  St.  484. 
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by  any  suit  to  which  the  lunatic  is  not  a  party. '  He  must, 
therefore,  be  made  a  defendant  in  partition.  "It  is  very 
certain  that  a  coparcener,  joint-tenant,  or  tenant  in  common, 
is  entitled  to  partition,  and  to  have  his  shaie  allotted  to  him 
in  severalty,  although  his  cotenant  be  a  lunatic;  and  the 
jm-isdiction  of  the  Judge  does  not  depend  on  the  character 
of  the  cotenants,  but  on  the  fact  that  the  land  is  held  jointly 
by  parceners,  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  and  that 
some  of  them,  able  to  sue,  make  application  for  partition 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act."^  Where  a  bill  for 
partition  was  filed  against  a  person  of  weak  intellect  who 
answered  by  her  guai'dian,  the  Court  made  the  usual  order 
for  a  commission,  and  that  the  lands  should  be  held  in  sev- 
eralty; but  it  seemed  to  be  conceded  by  complainant's  coun- 
sel that  no  conveyance  could  be  made  by  defendant  owing  to 
her  mental  incapacity.  The  decree  was  therefore  made  sub- 
ject to  further  directions,  and  without  ordering  a  convey- 
ance.^ 

§  470.  Purchasers  pendente  lite  are  as  much  bound  by 
the  final  result  of  a  suit  for  partition  as  they  are  by  the  final 
result  of  any  other  suit  pending  in  reference  to  the  property' 
at  the  time  of  their  purchase.* 

g  471.  Administrators. — We  have  already  seen'^  that  the 
administrator  is  not  a  proper  party  plaintiff  in  a  suit  for  par- 
tition. The  like  rule  applies  to  parties  defendant,  in  ordi- 
nary circumstances.*  But  if  the  deceased  cotenant  is  claimed 
to  have  been  indebted  to  his  cotenant  for  rents  received,  and 
an  accounting  as  well  as  a  partition  is  sought,  the  adminis- 
trator is  a  proper  party  defendant.^ 

'^/^  472.  Claimants  of  Dower. — We  have  shown  in  another 
chapter  tliat  the  wife  of  \i  cotenant,  having  an  inchoate  right 

'  Oorliam  »■.  Gnrliam,  <\  Bavb.  Cli.  41. 
-  ll(r)rK  of  Bryant  v.  SU'arns,  16  Ala.  iJOC. 

•  liollinpworth  v.  Sidobottom,  8  Sim.  020;  S.  C.  7  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Oh.  2. 

'  Partridj,'<;  o.  l.iiec,  30  Me.  10;   Cobli'  v.  Clapp,  1  Jou  a  Eq.  173;    VVolty  r.  Uuffner, 
9  Pa.  St.  224;  Baircl  v.  C'l.rwiii,  17  Pit.  St.  100. 
'  Soe  Hi'c.  454. 

*  Foster  v.  Newton,  40  Miss.  OOH. 
'  Hcott  V.  CiueriLsev.  CO  JJarb.  IHI . 
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of  dower  in  his  moiety,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  voluntary 
pai-tition.^     As  the  moiety  of  the  husband  was  always  liable 
to  be  turned  into  an  estate  in  severalty  by  partition,  voluntaiy 
or  compulsory,  it  was  thought  that  the  wife  whose  interest 
was  dependent  on  that  of  her  husband  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
to  prevent  or  avoid  a  partition  which  was  fairly  made,  and 
which  left  her  interest  as  valuable  as   before.     The   same 
reasoning  would  apply  with  greater  force  to  compulsory  par- 
titions; and  we  apprehend  that  the  claim  of  the  widow  for 
dower,  made  after  a  compulsory  partitioD ,  would,  in  all  cases, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud,  be  confined  by  the  Courts  to  the  pur- 
party  which  had  been  assigned  to  her  husband.     "The  wife 
of  a  tenant  in  common  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  for 
partition.     If  an  actual  partition  should  be  made,  her  right 
of  dower  will  attach  to  the  shai-e  allotted  in  severalty  to  her 
husband.     This  results,  as  a  matter  of  course,  without  any 
decree  or  order  of  the  Court,  and,  consequently,  without  her 
being  before  the  Court  as  a  party. "^     Where  the  husband, 
being  a  tenant  in  severalty,  dies,  and  his  estate  descends  to 
several  heirs,  his  widow  is  not  a  tenant  in  common  with  the 
heirs.     She  is  not  therefore  a  proper  party  defendant  iu  a  suit 
brought  by  one  of   the  heirs  for  partition.     Any  paitition 
which  they  may  procure  must  be  subordinate  to  her  rights  as 
dowress.     They  need  not — in  fact  they  cannot — make  her  a 
party  defendant,  for  she  does  not  hold  with  them  in  common 
and  undivided."    On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  insisted  that 
the  widow  is  a  proper  and  necessary  party  to  an  action  among 
the  heii-s  for  partition,  and  that  it  is  erroneous  to  make  a  par- 
tition in  her  absence.     Thus,  in  Virginia,  where  a  partition 
was  granted,  as  prayed  for,  subject  to  the  widow's  right  of 
dower,  the  Court  of   Appeals  reversed  the  decree,  saying: 
"The  widow  and  her  husband  should  have  been  made  parties, 
and  her  dower  assigned,  and  partition  should  have  been  made 
of  the  residue.     And  it  was  error  to  have  directed  or  con- 
firmed a  partition  of  said  tract  until  such  dower  had  been  as- 
signed."   The  case  was  therefore  remanded,  with  instructions 


'  See  sec.  411. 

■'  Matthews  t).  Matthews,  1  Edw.  Ch.  5G7;  WQldnson  v.  Parish,  3  Pai.  Ch.  658;  Hoxsie 
V.  Ellis,  i.  R.  I.  124;  Motley  v.  Blake,  12  Mass.  280. 
^  M'Clintic  v.  Manns,  4  Munf.  331;  Bradshaw  v.  Callaghan,  8  Johns.  563.- 
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to  require  the  applicant  to  make  the  -wicloAv  a  party.'  But 
whei'e  the  husband  is  a  tenant  in  common,  instead  of  an  owner 
in  severalt;)',  the  right  of  his  wife  to  dower  can  never  be  para- 
mount to  the  right  of  the  other  cotenants  to  partition ;  and 
they  may  therefore,  in  suing  for  partition,  make  her  a  party 
defendant.-  In  such  case,  she  would  be  bound  by  the  parti- 
tion, and  her  dower  interest,  as  in  case  of  partition  in  her  hus- 
band's lifetime,  would  be  removed  from  the  large  tract  and 
attached  to  that  assigned  as  her  husband's  share. 

^  473.    When  the  premises  are  claimed  as  a  homestead, 

the  wife  of  the  claimant  is  a  necessary  party  defendant,  be- 
cause she  is  a  party  having  or  claiming  an  interest  in  the 
land.'' 

^  474.  Inchoate  Claim  of  Do-wer  in  a  Moiety — how- 
affected  by  Sale. — Under  voluntary  as  well  as  under  com- 
pulsory partitions,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  no  wrong,  in 
the  absence  of  collusion  among  the  cotenants,  could  ordi- 
narily arise  from  considering  the  wives  of  the  respective  co- 
tenants  as  bound  by  the  allotments  made  to  their  husbands, 
for  notwithstanding  such  allotments,  the  wives  still  retained 
interests  in  the  lands  as  valuable  as  those  held  by  them  prior 
to  the  partition.  Through  the  operation  of  the  partition, 
these  interests  were  made  more  definite,  and  their  value  was 
enhanced  rather  than  depreciated.  But  by  virtue  of  statutes 
recently  enacted  in  England,  but  long  in  force  in  most  of  the 
United  States,  Courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition  may 
order  the  property  to  be  sold.  A  sale  so  made  must  convert 
realty  into  personalty,  and  thereby  destroy  the  dower  inter- 
ests of  the  wives  of  the  cotenants,  unless  the  sale  is  to  be 
treated  as  transferring  title  subject  to  those  interests,  or  un- 
less the  Court  makes  such  directions  as  are  necessary  to  se- 
cure to  the  wife  her  just  proportion  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  Where  a  sale  of  the  premises  is  sought,  the  wife 
ought,  at  least,  to  be  brought  before  the  Court  and  allowed 
to  contest  the  issue  there  tendered  in  regard  to  the  necessity 
of  the  sdc,  for,  by  so  doing,  she  may  be  able  to  retain  her 

'  Ciwtis  11.  Sncad,  12  Oratt.  264.  -  CoIoh  «.  CoIch,  15  Johns.  322. 

^  DeUprey  v.  DeUprey,  27  Cal.  332. 

C.  .fe  p.— 37 
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inchoate  right  of  dower.  Hence,  we  find  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth stating  that,  "  as  a  feme  covert  cannot  be  bound  by  a 
decree  against  her  husband  in  a  partition  suit  to  which  she 
is  not  a  party,  it  seems  to  be  proper,  in  all  cases  where  a  sale 
of  the  property  will  probably  be  necessary,  that  the  wife 
should  be  joined  with  her  husband  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  so 
that  the  purchaser's  interest  in  the  premises  may  not  be 
charged  with  her  contingent  claim  of  dower."'  But  Vice- 
Chancellor  McCoun  of  New  York  held  that  it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  wife  was  made  a  party  to  the  suit  or  not,  ' '  be- 
cause a  decree  for  sale  and  conveyance  by  a  master  will  not 
bar  her  right  of  dower  in  her  husband's  share  of  the  lands 
in  the  event  of  her  survi\dng  him.""  He  justified  this  de- 
cision on  the  ground  that  as  nothing  in  the  statute  of  that 
State  expressly  declared  ' '  a  divestment  of  the  dower  initiate 
of  a  wife  of  a  joint-tenant  or  tenant  in  common  upon  a  sale," 
"  nothing  so  materially  affecting  her  legal  rights  ought  to  be 
taken  by  implication."  The  same  Vice-Chancellor,  in  a  sub- 
sequent case,  expressed  similar  views,  and  sustained  them 
with  some  very  clear  and  satisfactory  reasoning.^  On  appeal, 
this  portion  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision  was  reversed 
by  the  Chancellor,  who  determined:  1st,  that  the  statutes  of 
the  State,  though  containing  no  direct  provisions  on  the  sub- 
ject, clearly  contemplated  that  the  wife's  right  of  dower 
should  be  discharged  by  the  partition  sale,  ' '  and  that  a  pur- 
chaser under  the  judgment  or  decree  will  be  protected  against 
any  future  claim  on  her  part,  both  in  equity  and  at  law;"  2d, 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  make  such  disposition  of 
the  sale  ' '  as  may  be  necessary  to  secure  to  the  wife  a  fair 
equivalent  for  the  value  of  her  contingent  right  of  dower,  in 

'  Wilkinson  v.  Parish,  3  Pal.  Ch.  658;  Green  v.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  506. 

•■2  Matthews  v.  Matthews,  1  Edw.  Ch.  567;  Van  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577.  In 
Georgia,  the  following  emphatic  and  extravagant  language  was  employed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court:  "  It  may  be  said  that  the  last  section  of  the  act  of  1837  demonstrates 
that  the  Legislature  foresaw  that  there  would  be  recusant  parties;  and  hence  the  pro- 
vision to  coerce  the  execution  of  deeds  or  other  suitable  conveyances  in  conformity 
•with  the  decree  or  order  of  sale.  And  this  may  be  true  of  those  who  are  sui  juris. 
But  as  we  have  already  intimated,  neither  the  husband,  nor  the  Courts,  nor  any  other 
human  power,  can  compel  the  wife  to  relinquish  her  right  of  dower,  inchoate  though 
it  may  be  Avhen  she  is  not  asking  the  aid  of  the  Court."  Royston  v.  Royston,  21  Geo. 
172. 

^  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  7  Pai.  Ch.  391. 
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case  she  survives  her  husband."'  From  this  decision  of  the 
Chancellor  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  to  the  Court  of  Errors. 
In  this  Court  the  only  opinions  given  were  those  of  Bronson, 
Judge,  and  Verplanck,  Senator.  The  former  agreed  with  the 
Yice-Chancellor,  holding:  1st,  that  the  wife's  right  of  dower 
was  not  affected  by  the  sale;  2d,  that  the  dii-ection  to  invest 
a  just  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wife  was  an  assumption  of  legislative  prerogative.  Sen- 
ator Verplanck  concurred  ^vith  the  Chancellor.  Both  the 
Judge  and  the  Senator  united  in  the  vieAv  that  the  decision 
of  this  question  was  immaterial,  and  the  case  was  therefore 
disposed  of  on  gther  grounds.'  So  the  question  of  the  effect 
of  a  sale  in  partition  upon  the  dower  interests  of  the  wives 
of  cotenants,  in  the  absence  of  provisions  in  the  statute  di- 
rectly controlling  the  subject,  may  be  considered  as  still  un- 
settled in  New  York.  Its  further  discussion  was  rendered 
unnecessary  by  the  passage,  in  the  year  succeeding  the  final 
decision  of  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  of  a  statute  providing  for 
the  interest  of  the  wife  in  accordance  with  the  suggestions 
and  directions  contained  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chancellor,  to 
which  we  have  before  referred.  But  in  other  States  where 
the  question  has  arisen,  the  Courts  have  been  disposed  to 
treat  the  sale  in  partition  as  convejdng  title  paramount  to  the 
wife's  right  of  dower.^  The  case  in  which  this  question  is 
best  discussed  is  that  of  Weaver  i'.  Gregg,  ^  from  which  we 
extract  the  following : 

"The  question  before  us  is  one  of  legislative  intention: 
Did  the  General  Assembly,  in  providing  for  the  sale  of 
estates,  in  proceedings  in  partition,  intend  that  the  entire 
estate  should  pass  to  the  purchaser  divested  of  the  wife's  in- 
choate right  of  dower?  In  seeking  for  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  on  this  point,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  clear  and 
decisive  expression  of  that  intention  in  the  language  of  the 
statute,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  maxim,  argumentum  ah  incon- 
venienii  plurimum  valet  in  lege  very  properly  and  forcibly  ap- 

'  Jackson  i'.  Edwards,  7  I'ai.  Cli.  411,  113. 
■^  Jackson  v.  Edwurdw,  22  Wend.  512,  515. 

»  Warren  v.  Twilloy,  10  Md.  .39;    Lee  v.  Liudell.  22  Mo.  202;   Sire  v.  St.  Louis,  22 
Mo.  20G. 
♦  C  Ohio  St.  547. 
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plies;  for,  'if  the  words  used  by  the  Legislature  have  a  neces- 
sary meaning,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  construe  the 
clause  accordingly,  whatever  may  be  the  inconvenience  of  such 
a  course.  But  unless  it  is  very  clear  that  Adolence  would  be 
done  to  the  language  of  the  act  by  adopting  any  other  con- 
struction, any  great  inconvenience  which  might  result  from 
that  suggested  may  certainly  aiford  fair  ground  for  supposing 
that  it  could  not  be  what  was  contemplated  by  the  Legislature, 
and  will  warrant  the  Court  in  looking  for  some  other  inter- 
pretation.' (Browne's  Legal  Maxims,  140,  141.)  To  apply 
this  maxim  to  the  case  before  us,  let  us  suppose  two  copar- 
ceners, each  the  owner  of  an  equal  undivided  half  of  an  estate 
inherited  from  a  common  ancestor.  One  of  them  has  a  wife; 
the  other  is  unmarried.  One  of  them  petitions  for  partition 
of  the  common  estate,  which  is  found  to  be  incapable  of  ac- 
tual partition,  and  is  ordered  to  be  sold.  It  is  understood  to 
be  the  settled  law  that  the  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  not  di- 
vested by  the  sale.  The  consequence  is,  inevitably,  that  the 
estate  must  be  sold  for  much  less  than  it  would  othei-wise 
have  brought.  Yet,  on  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  the  husband  comes  in  for  an  equal  sliare,  and  the 
loss,  consequent  on  the  existence  of  such  contingent  incum- 
brance, falls  alike  on  the  unmarried  and  the  maiTied  copar- 
cener. This  is  a  necessary  result,  and  it  is  not  only  incon- 
venient but  grossly  unjust:  too  inconvenient  and  unjust  to 
permit  us  to  suppose  it  to  have  entered  into  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature. 

"We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature,  by  a  sale  in  partition,  to  divest  the  wife  of 
her  inchoate  right  of  dower.  In  so  holding,  we  do  not  sub- 
ject this  right  at  all  to  the  wU  or  caprice  of  the  husband. 
The  sale  is  the  act  of  the  law,  designed  to  do  justice  to  joint 
owners,  and  render  estates  available,  and  put  forth  only  when, 
from  the  fact  that  the  estate  is  incapable  of  actual  partition, 
the  necessities  of  the  case  require  it.  The  Legislature  has 
deemed  it  more  important  to  the  public  interest  to  render 
estates  available  to  their  owners  without  sacrifice  of  their 
value,  by  a  sale,  in  case  of  necessity,  than  to  jDreserve  in  all 
cases  whatsoever  the  wife's  remote  and  contingent  interest,  at 
the  expense  of  parties  on  whom  she  can  have  no  proper  claim. 
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'"On  the  whole,  our  view  of  the  question  is  this:  The  right 
of  dower  in  the  wife  subsists  in  virtue  of  the  seizin  of  the 
husband;  and  this  right  is  always  subject  to  any  incumbrance, 
inlinaity,  or  incident,  which  the  law  attaches  to  that  seizin, 
either  at  the  time  of  tiie  marriage  or  at  the  time  the  husband 
became  seized.  A  liability  to  be  divested  by  a  sale  in  parti- 
tion is  an  incident  which  the  law  affixes  to  the  seizin  of  all 
joint  estates;  and  the  inchoate  right  of  the  wife  is  subject  to 
this  incident.  And  when  the  law  steps  in  and  divests  the 
husband  of  his  seizin,  and  turns  the  realty  into  jiei'sonalty, 
she  is,  by  the  act  and  policy  of  the  law,  remitted,  in  lieu  of 
her  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  realty,  to  her  inchoate  right 
in  a  distributive  share  of  the  personalty  into  which  it  has 
been  transmitted." 

g  475.  Claimant  in  Dower,  where  Husband  conveyed 
before  Partition. — The  authorities  to  which  reference  has 
been  made  in  the  preceding  section  arose  out  of  cases  in 
which,  when  the  sale  in  partition  was  ordered,  the  husband 
was  still  a  cotenant,  and  therefore  may  be  claimed  to  have 
represented  his  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower.  But  a  case 
determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  presents  this 
novel  feature,  that  the  husband  had  conveyed  the  propertv 
before  the  proceedings  for  partition  were  in.stituted.  Neither 
he  nor  his  wife  was  a  party  to  the  partition;  but  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  partition  sale  nevertheless  claimed,  that,  under 
the  authorities  cited  from  the  Ohio  reports,  the  sale  had  di- 
vested the  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower.  The  Court  did 
not  "controvert  the  position  that  the  rights  of  the  wife  in 
her  husband's  real  estate  are  subject  to  legislative  control 
while  they  remain  inchoate"  nor  the  correctness  of  the  de- 
cisioDs  of  the  Ohio  Courts;  but  it  regarded  the  case  before 
it  as  materially  different  from  that  determined  in  Ohio.  The 
material  difference  referred  to  consisted  in  this,  that,  in  the 
previous  cases,  the  seizin  of  the  husband  had  been  divested 
by  the  act  of  the  law,  while  in  the  case  before  the  Court,  the 
husband's  seizin  had  been  divested  solely  by  his  own  act. 
As  it  was  clear  that  the  act  of  the  husband  could  not  defeat 
the  wife's  right  of  dower,  it  was  thought  that  the  subsequent 
partition,  to  which  she  was  no  party,  and  in  which  her  estate 
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had  no  representation,  must  be  equally  powerless  to  prejudice 
her  interests.^ 

§  476.     Sale  in  Partition,  where  Wido^v  is  entitled  ta 

Do-wer. — When  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  by  virtue  of  her 
late  husband  having  had  a  sole  seizin  in  the  premises,  her 
right,  as  we  have  before  stated,  is  generally  regarded  as  par- 
amount to  right  of  the  heirs  to  compel  a  partition.  This  is 
equally  true  whether  a  division  or  a  sale  be  sought.  Courts 
have  no  authority,  unless  it  is  expressly  conferred  by  statute, 
to  compel  a  widow  to  accept  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  lieu 
of  her  dower.  She  cannot  be  divested  of  her  dower  except 
by  her  own  act.^  But  in  some  of  the  States  the  statutes  in 
reference  to  partition  authorize  the  widow  to  be  made  a  party 
defendant,  and  empower  the  Court,  in  case  a  partition  cannot 
be  made,  to  decree  a  sale,  and  to  award  the  widow  a  part  of 
the  proceeds,  which  she  must  accept  in  satisfaction  of  her 
dower.* 

^  477.  Husband  of  Cotenant. — If  a  married  woman,  being 
a  cotenant  of  real  estate,  be  made  a  party  defendant  in  a  suit 
for  partition  without  joining  her  husband,  and  a  judgment  be 
entered  against  her,  such  judgment  is  erroneous,  because  the 
Court  ought  not  to  have  proceeded  against  the  wife  in  the 
absence  of  her  husband.  This,  however,  is  a  mere  error  of 
proceeding,  and  does  not  render  the  judgment  void.  The  wife 
is  therefore  bound  by  the  partition,  unless  she  procures  the 
reversal  or  revocation  of  the  judgment.  But  the  life  estate 
which  the  husband  has  in  the  lands  of  his  wife  cannot  be 
affected  by  judicial  proceedings  to  which  he  is  not  a  party. 
He  is  therefore  a  necessary  party  defendant  in  an  action  for 
partition  of  lands  of  which  she  is  a  cotenant.'' 

{^  478.  Incumbrancers. — The  reason  assigned  for  com- 
pelling a  wife  of  a  tenant  in  common  to  abide  by  a  partition 

'  Veny  v.  Robinson,  25  Ind.  19. 
■^  See  sec.  472. 

'•'  Francisco  v.  Gates.  28  111.  G7. 

'  Tanner  v.  Niles,  1  Barb.  562;  Gordon  i'.  Sterling,  13  How.  Pr.  408;  In  the  Mattes 
of  Sipperly,   44  Barb.  372. 
^  Pillsbury  r.  Dngan,  9  Ohio,  120;  Pohiter  c.  Dugan,  8  Ohio.  106. 
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of  lands  to  which  she  was  not  a  party,  namely,  that  her  in- 
t-erest  is  inseparably  connected  with  her  husband's  seizin,  and 
must  therefore  be  destroyed,  restrained,  or  enlarged,  as  that 
seizin  is  destroyed,  restrained,  or  enlarged,  applies  with 
equal  force  to  persons  having  liens  upon  the  moiety  of  any  of 
the  cotenants.  Hence,  when  a  partition  is  made,  the  interest 
of  a  lienholder,  like  the  inchoate  right  of  a  wife  to  dower,  is 
removed  from  the  undivided  moiety  of  the  whole,  and  at- 
tached to  the  whole  of  the  purparty  assigned  to  the  tenant  in 
common  against  whose  moiety  the  lien  was  a  charge.'  It  is 
the  rule  at  law  and  in  equity,  except  where  statutory  innova- 
tions have  been  introduced,  that  holders  of  liens  against  the 
cotenanls  cannot  be  affected  by  partition,  except  to  the  extent 
which  we  have  just  intimated.  An  incumbrancer,  unless  the 
statute  so  directs,  therefore,  is  not  a  necessary  party  defend- 
ant, because  no  relief  can  be  decreed  against  him."  It  must 
be  admitted,  however,  that  there  are  cases  which,  while  they 
do  not  controvert  the  rule  that  an  incumbrancer  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  defendant,  deny  that  a  partition  can  have  any  effect 
whatever  against  him.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Colton  v.  Smith,^ 
a  partition  had  been  made  between  cotenants,  one  of  whom 
had  previously  given  a  mortgage  on  his  moiety.  The  mort- 
gagee subsequently  applied  for  partition.  His  application 
was^^-anted  on  the  ground  that  he  could  not  be  bound  by  the 
judgment  in  partition  to  which  he  was  not  a  party. ^  In  so  far 
as  the  Court  assiimed  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  conclusively 
bound  by  the  judgment  against  his  mortgagor,  it  was  un- 
doubtedly correct.     But  we  understand  that  a  judgment  in 

Haiwoocl  i'.  Kiiby,  1  Piii.  Cli.  471;   Thurston  v.  Minko,  32  Mil.  574;  Jackson  v. 
Pierce,  10  Johns.  417;  Loomis  v.  liiley,  24  111.  307. 

■^  Baring  r.  NaHh,  1  Yes.  &  B.  551;  Wotten  v.  Copeland,  7  Johns.  Ch.  141;  Scbring 
r.  Mersereau,  Hopk.  Ch.  502;  Low  r.  Holmes,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  150;  Speer  v.  Speer,  McCart- 
nor  Ch.  251.  In  one  of  tiie  Upper  Canada  reports  is  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  in 
partition,  being  a  mortgagee^  was  required  to  bring  his  mortgagor  bel'or  the  Court  to 
join  with  him  in  the  conveyance.  (MeDougall  c.  MeDougall,  14  Grant's  Ch.  2G7.) 
But  tliis  earie  is  clearly  contrary  to  all  precedent.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  l)ascd 
upon  the  tlieory  tJiat  an  incumbrancer  occupied  a  position  analogous  to  tliat  of  a  lessee. 
This  theory  is  incorrect.     See  sec.  479. 

'  11  Pick.  314. 

*  See  to  same  effect  Muuroe  v.  Luke,  19  Pick  40;  Bradley  v.  Fuller,  23  Pick.  4.    But 
sec.  43  of  the  statute  of  this  Htiite  in  regard  to  partition  now  provides  that  a  person* 
having  a  lien  on  the  share  of  a  part  owni'r  shall  be  concluded  by  the  jiartition.     (denl. 
Ht.  of  Mass.  ed.  18C0.  p.  702. ) 
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partition,  or  even  a  voluntary  partition,  is  so  for  binding  upon 
mortgagees  and  other  incumbrancers  as  to  cast  upon  them  the 
onus  of  showing  that  the  allotments  thereby  made  were  un- 
equal; and  that  until  such  a  showing  is  made  the  partition 
cannot  be  disturbed.  To  permit  a  mortgagee  or  other  incum- 
brancer, either  before  foreclosure  or  afterwards,  to  wantonly 
assail  and  destroy  a  prior  partition,  and  to  disturb  possession 
taken  and  held  thereunder,  would  certainly  be  a  maladminis- 
tration of  the  law^  But  if  such  mortgagee  has  a  right  to  par- 
tition which  cannot  be  denied  without  disregarding  any  well 
established  rule  of  law.  Courts  may  still  prevent  a  malicious 
and  inequitable  exercise  of  that  right  by  allotting  to  him  the 
parparty  already  set  off  to  his  mortgagor,  in  all  cases  where 
the  previous  allotment  has  not  been  unjust. 

^  479.  Incumbrancers,  hew  affected  b3rSale. — When  the 
subject-matter  of  a  suit  for  partition  is  divided  among  the 
various  cotenants  thereof,  the  interests  of  each  lienholder  are 
suflBciently  protected,  because,  by  operation  of  law,  his  lien 
is  attached  to  the  whole  of  the  property  assigned  to  the  co- 
tenant  against  whose  moiety  it  was  charged.  But  when,  in- 
stead of  a  partition,  a  sale  of  the  property  is  ordered,  it  is 
evident  that  some  means  must  be  devised  for  the  adjustment 
of  the  conflicting  interests  of  the  lienholders  and  of  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale.  Even  where  a  sale  is  sought,  lienholders 
are  not,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to  the  contrary, 
necessary  parties  defendant;  because  they  cannot  be  affected 
by  such  sale.^  "The  business  of  the  Court  is  not  to  draw  into 
discussion  various  and  conflicting  rights  and  equities  of  in- 
cumbrancers. The  property  is  divided  cum  onere.  The  true 
rule  is  no  persons  are  to  be  made  parties  except  those  having 
a  present  interest  in  the  premises.^  When  a  lien  became 
attached  to  the  interest  of  one  of  the  cotenants  pendente  lite, 
the  purchaser  took  the  premises  discharged  of  the  lien;  and 

'  1  Wait's  P.  136;  Owsley  v.  Smith,  14  Mo.  155;  Matter  of  Harding,  3  Ired.  322; 
Thurston  v.  Minke,  32  Md.  574. 

■^  Sebring  ii.  Mersereau,  9  Cow.  345;  S.  C.  Hopk.  Ch.  502.  But  in  Pennsylvania  a 
sale  in  partition,  like  all  other  judicial  sales  in  that  State,  transfers  the  property  free 
of  all  liens.  Gerard  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  F.  &  M.  Bank,  57  Penn.  St.  394;  8.  C.  7  Am. 
Law  Reg.  4G7.  See  also  Sackett  v.  Twining,  18  Peun.  St.  202;  Jacobs'  Appeal.  23 
Penn.  St.  477;  Allen  v.  Gault,  27  Penn.  St.  473. 
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the  lien  became  a  charge  on  the  cotenant's  share  of  fhe  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale.'  If  no  means  were  provided  b}- which  the 
existence  of  liens  against  a  cotenant's  moiety  could  be  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Court,  gi-eat  injustice  would  be  done. 
The  lands  would  be  sold  at  a  sacrifice  owing  to  the  existence 
of  such  liens;  while  the  cotenant  against  whose  moietj  the 
lien  existed  would  claim  his  proportion  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  without  allowing  any  deduction  on  account  of  the 
lien.  The  authority  of  Courts  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property 
of  cotenants  is  based  upon  statutes  all  of  a  comparatively 
modern  date.  These  statutes  will,  on  examination,  be  found 
to  contain  provisions  by  means  of  which  either  of  the  co- 
tenants  in  the  partition  suit  may  have  all  the  liens  chargeable 
upon  the  proj^erty  ascertained,  and  may  have  such  a  disposi- 
tion made  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  as  will  protect  him 
from  loss.  In  some  of  the  States,  the  lieuholders  must  be 
made  defendants;  in  others,  they  may  be  made  defendants  or 
not,  at  the  option  of  the  parties  to  the  partition  suit.  Lien- 
liolders  may  intervene  in  some  of  the  States,  or  may  apply  on 
motion,  and  thereby  affirmatively  assert  their  lien  and  pro- 
cure an  order  for  its  payment  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.'^  A  lienholder  thus  coming  before  the  Court  will  not 
be  sustained  in  demanding  anything  upon  which  neither  of 
the  cotenants  could  legally  insist.  Hence,  if,  under  the  stat- 
ute, a  sale  may  be  ordered  to  be  made  on  credit,  a  lienholder 
cannot  compel  it  to  be  made  for  cash,  in  order  that  liis  claim 
may  thereby  be  paid." 

^  480.  A  lessee  of  a  moiety  has  an  interest  which 
cannot  be  divested  without  making  him  a  party.  The  coten- 
ants may,  if  they  choose,  go  on  and  have  a  decree  of  parti- 

'  WeBtervelt  v.  HaflF,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  101;  Cradlcbaugli  v.  Pritchett,  s  Qliio  St.  C4'.>; 
Church  V.  Church,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  437;  Loomis  v.  Uilcy,  24  111,  310. 

'^  Garvin  v.  Garvin,  1  S.  C.  (N.  S.)  60;  Simons  v.  Simons,  Harp.  Eq.  25G. 

•*  Stern  v.  Epstin,  14  Ilich.  Eq.  7.  For  ntatutory  provisions  in  regard  to  lienliolders, 
see  Code  of  Ala.,  sec.  3114:  Laws  Arizona,  p.  420,  sec.  268;  p.  427,  sees.  274-6;  ]).  429, 
sec.  283;  Cal.  Code  C.  P.,  sees.  701,  70!);  Code  of  Iowa,  sees.  3281,  3281-8!);  Kansas 
Code  C.  P.  sec.  610;  P»ev.  St.  Me.,  p.  007,  sec.  28;  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  1871,  hi'cs. 
6273-4;  Bissell's  St.  of  Minn.,  p.  889  and  890,  sees.  43,  46,  .51,  52;  llev.  Codo  Miss., 
sec.  1836;  C.  C.  P.  of  Neb.,  sec.  804;  Comp.  Laws  Nev.,  sees.  1344,  1346-7;  Nixon's 
Digest,  Laws  of  N,  J.,  4th  ed.,  p.  669,  sec.  14;  3  Rev.  St.  N.  Y.,  pp.  005.  Oil,  sees.  11, 
12,  13,  51;  Thompson  .k  Steger's  St.  of  Teiin.,  sees.  3309-15;  Deady's  Laws  of  Oregon, 
sec.  421. 
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tion  withont  bringing  him  before  the  Court.  By  such  parti- 
tion, the  legal  title  vests  in  the  assignees  of  the  various 
purparties,  subject  to  the  equities  of  the  lessees  who  were 
not  parties.'  But  whenever  it  is  proposed  by  the  partition 
to  affect  the  rights  of  lessees,  they  must  be  made  parties  de- 
fendant, or  in  some  other  manner  brought  before  the  Court.'^ 

^  481.  Disseizors. — In  most  of  the  States,  proceedings 
for  partition  cannot  be  sustained  while  the  property  to  be 
divided  is  held  adversely  to  the  petitioner.  But  even  in 
those  States  where  the  disseizin  of  the  applicant  presents  no 
obstacle  to  his  procuring  a  partition,  the  disseizor  is  not  a 
necessary  party  defendant  unless  his  adverse  possession  has 
continued  for  a  sufficient  period  to  ripen  into  title,  and  has 
thereby  made  him  a  cotenant.^ 

g  482.  Persons  not  in  Esse. — If  several  remainders  are 
limited  by  the  same  deed,  this  creates  a  privity  between  the 
person  in  remainder  and  all  those  who  may  come  after  him ; 
and  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  or  against  the  former  may  be 
given  in  evidence  for  or  against  any  of  the  latter.*  But  there 
seems  to  be  a  conflict  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  same  privity 
exists  between  a  tenant  for  life  and  a  reversioner,  unless  the 
latter  has  identified  himself  with  the  litigation  out  of  which 
the  judgment  resulted,  as  by  being  made  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceedings by  said  prayer.^  "If  there  are  ever  so  many  con- 
tingent limitations  of  a  trust,  it  is  an  established  rule,  that  it 
is  sufficient  to  bring  the  trustees  before  the  Court,  together 
with  him  in  whom  the  first  remainder  of  inheritance  is  vested; 
and  all  that  may  come  after  will  be  bound  by  the  decree  though 
not  in  esse,  unless  there  be  fraud  and  collusion  between  the 
trustees  and  the  fii'st  person  in  whom  the  remainder  of  in- 
heritance is  vested."^  According  to  the  views  entertained  and 
expressed  by  Lord  Eedesdale,  "it  is  sufficient  to  bring  before 

'  Pleak  I).  Chambers,  7  B.  Moiir.  570. 

''  Thurston  v.  Minke,  32  Md.  575;  Pitzpatrick  i'.  Wilsou,  12  Grant's  Ch.  440;   Cor- 
nish V.  Gest,  2  Cox's  Ca.  27;  Calvert  on  Parties,  349. 
»  Tilton  I'.  Palmer,  31  Me.  488. 

*  Pyke  V.  Crouch,  1  Ld.  Kaym.  730. 

a  Adams  i'.  Butts,  9  Conn.  79;  Ph.  Ev.  14-5, 

*  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  1  Atk.  590. 
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the  Court,  tlie  first  tenant-in-tail  in  being,  and  if  there  be  no 
tenant-in-tail  in  being,  the  first  person  entitled  to  the  in- 
heritance, and  if  no  s\ich  person,  then  the  tenant  for  life.     It 
has  been  repeatedly  determined,  that  if  there  be  tenant  for 
life,  remainder  to  his  first  son-in-tail,  remainder  over,  and  he 
is  brought  before  the  Court  before  he  has  issue,  the  con- 
tingent remainder-men  are  barred."^    But  in  Maryland  where 
one-sixth  of  certain  property  was  devised  to  the  testator's 
daughter  ''during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  her  male 
children  on  her  body  lawfully  begotten  or  to  he  begotten,'"  a 
bill  in  equity  was  filed  against  this  daughter  and  her  two  sons, 
by  other  part  owners  of  the  land,  alleging  that  a  partition 
could  not  be  advantageously  made,  and  praying  for  a  sale  of 
the  land  and  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds.     A  decree  was 
subsequently  entered  in  accordance  with  this  prayer,  and  was 
succeeded  by  the  sale  of  the  property  thereunder.     After  the 
death  of  the  daughter,  her  five  sons  commenced  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  possession  of   one-sixth  of  the  land. 
Three  of  the  sons  had  been  born  since  the  rendition  of  the 
decree  under  Avhich  the  sale  had  been  made;  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  as  they  were  not  in  esse  they  could  not  be  bound 
by  the  decree.     The  Court  held  that  their  interest  could  not 
be  destroyed  by  their  mother,  as  life-tenant,  nor  by  their 
living  brothers;  "that  their  rights  under  the  will  were  inde- 
structible by  any  act  of  the  parties  having  interests  prior  to 
or  in  common  with  them,"  and,  therefore,  that  they  were  not 
prejudiced  by  the  decree  of  sale  and  the  proceedings  had  in 
pursuance  tiiereof."     The  difference  between  the  conclusions 
reached  by  the  Court  in  Maryland  and  those  announced  by 
Lord  lledesdale  is  this:   that  in  Maryland  some  person  must 
be  brought  before  the  Court  having  an  estate  of  inheritance, 
and  who  is,  on  that  account,  entitled  to  represent  both  his 
own  interests  and  the  interests  of  all  who  may  claim  after  his 
death;   while,  according  to  Lord  Redesdale,  if  there  be  no 
person  in  existence  possessing  an  estate  of  inheritance,  then 
the   tenant  for  life  may  be  brought  before  the  Court  and 
treated  as  the  representative  of  persons  who  may,  by  their 
subsequent  birth,  acquire  interests  in  the  estate.     The  views 

■  Giffard  v.  Hort,  1  HcU.  &  Lei.  407.  ^  Dowiiiii  t'.  Sprecher,  35  Md.  478. 
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of  Lord  Redesdale  are  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the  reported 
adjudications  on  this  subject.^  The  rule  that  "the  person 
entitled  to  the  first  indefeasible  estate  of  inheritance  is  al- 
lowed to  represent  all  persons  who  are  entitled  to  subsequent 
estates"  is  as  applicable  to  suits  in  equity  for  partition  as  to 
any  other  suits. ^  "A  tenant  for  life  of  an  undivided  share  of 
an  estate  with  remainder  to  his  unborn  sons-in-tail  may  file  a 
bill  for  partition,  and  the  decree  will  be  binding  on  the  sons 
when  they  come  into  es.se."^  An  English  case  recognizes  an 
exception  to  this  principle  of  virtual  representation,  by  deny- 
ing its  applicability  in  cases  where  the  person  seized  in  fee  is 
liable  to  have  his  seizin  defeated  by  a  conditional  limitation 
or  an  executory  devise,  because,  in  that  event,  the  estate  is 
insufficiently  represented  by  the  person  holding  the  first 
vested  estate  of  inheritance.*  This  exception  is  repudiated 
so  far  as  it  seems  to  be  noticed  in  the  United  States.*^ 

^  483.  tJnknown  Owners. — In  most  of  the  States,  the 
statutes  in  reference  to  partition  have  been  designed  to  fur- 
nish all  the  means  necessary  to  make  a  partition  binding  and 
valid  as  against  all  persons.  In  order  to  achieve  this  result, 
it  was  essential  that  some  method  should  be  provided  by 
which  all  parties  in  interest  could  be  brought  before  the 
■Court.  As  these  parties  could  not  ahvays  be  known  to  the 
applicant,  he  was  authorized  to  proceed  against  such  as  were 
not  known  to  him  by  the  general  designation  of  "unknown 
owners."  When  the  proceedings  against  the  unknown  own- 
ers were  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  statute  and  cul- 
minated in  a  final  judgment  or  decree  of  partition,  the  co- 
tenants  not  named  in  the  proceedings  were  as  much  bound 
as  those  who  were  so  named."     Of  course,  if  the  proceedings 

'  Faulkner  i'.  Davis,  18  Gratt.  684;  Baylor's  Lessee  v.  Dejarnette,  13  Gratt.  152; 
•Gaskell  v.  Gaskell,  6  Sim.  643;  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  Tenn.,  April  Term,  1872,  2 
South.  L.  R.  168;  Calvert  on  Parties,  58;  Dayrell  i'.  Champness,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  400; 
Leonard  v.  Sussex,  2  Vern.  527;  Finch  v.  Fiuch,  2  Yes.  Sr.  492. 

•^  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  306;  Wills  v.  Slade,  6  Ves.  498;  Cheeseman  i\  Thorue, 
1  Ed.  Ch.  629;  Clemens  v.  Clemens,  37  N.  Y.  59. 

^  Calvert  on  Parties,  p.  60,  259. 

■<  Goodess  V.  Williams,  2  Y.  &  C.  595. 

*  Mead  v.  Mitchell,  17  N.  Y.  210. 

e  Cole  V.  Hall,  2  Hill,  627;  Rogers  v.  Tucker.  7  Ohio  St.  428;  Foster  v.  Abbot,  8  Met. 
598;  Marvin  v.  Titsworth,  10  Wis.  320. 
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necessary  to  procure  jurisdiction  against  tlie  unknown  owners 
are  omitted,  the  judgment  based  upon  such  proceedings  must 
be  void.     But  in  the  prosecution  of  inquiries  in  regard  to 
jurisdictional  facts,  upon  which  the  proceedings  of  courts  of 
record  are  based,  the  Courts  of  the  different  States  are  by  no 
means  harmonious.     Some  of  them  insist  that  such  inquiry 
must  be  confined  to  an  inspection  of  the  papers  constituting 
the  judgment  roll;   others  have  no  hesitation  in  employing 
any  evidence  tending  to  disprove  the  existence  of  jurisdic- 
tional facts  wheresoever  it  may  be  found,  even  against  the 
express  jurisdictional  declarations  made  upon  the  record.* 
And  so  in  regard  to  proceedings  in  partition,  a  diversity  of 
opinion  would  no  doubt  be  manifested  upon  the  question 
whether  these  proceedings,  though  conducted  in  a  court  of 
record,  were  to  be  supported  by  the  same  jurisdictional  pre- 
sumptions w^hich  ordinarily  attend  the  judgments  and  de- 
crees of  such  courts.     For  in  some  of  the  States,^these  pro- 
ceedings,   being   of    a   statutory  origin   and   controlled   by 
statutory  provisions,  would  be  regarded  as  in  derogation  of 
the  common  law,  would  be  strictly  scrutinized,  and  would 
be  received  with  no  greater  deference  than  though  emanating 
from  a  court  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction;   while  in 
other  States,  the  Court  exercising  jurisdiction  over  an  action 
for  partition,  though  pursuing  its  jurisdiction  and  regulating 
its  proceedings  in  accordance  with  the  statute,  would  never- 
theless be  regarded,  even  as  to  those  proceedings,  as  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction,  and  its  judgments  would  import  the 
same  uncontrollable  verity  as  though  rendered  in  the  exercise 
of  its  general  common  law  authority.^    Hence,  when  a  judg- 
ment or  decree  in  partition  against  unknown  owners  is  col- 
laterally called  in  question,  we  may  expect  to  find  that  some 
courts  will  refuse  to  give  it  effect  unless  all  the  facts  author- 
izing the  proceeding  against  "unknown  owners"  are  shown 
to  have  existed;^  whilst  other  courts  will  require  the  absence 
of  these  facts  to  be  affirmatively  established,  and  will  incline 
to  consider  mere  defects  in  the   proceedings   as   involving 
nothing  beyond  the  erroneous  exercise  of  established  juris- 

'  Freeman  on  Judgments,  Chapter  VIII.  -  lb. 

^  Denning  v.  Corwin,  11  WcucL  CH'i. 
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diction.'  But  whenever  a  judgment  or  decree  in  partition 
cannot  be  attacked  and  overthrown,  bj  such  investigation  in 
regard  to  jurisdiction  as  may  be  pennissible  under  the  laws 
of  the  State,  it  is,  when  against  unknown  owners,  conclusive 
not  only  upon  every  person  owning  a  moiety  of  the  property, 
but  also  upon  all  claimants  in  severalty.  Nor  does  it  seem  to 
make  any  exception  to  this  general  rule  that  such  owner  in 
severalty  was,  at  the  time  the  proceedings  were  being  prose- 
cuted against  him  as  an  unknown  owner,  in  the  actual  and 
open  possession  of  the  premises  partitioned.  The  leading 
case  on  this  subject  is  that  of  Cook  v.  Allen,^  decided  by 
Chief  Justice  Parsons  in  the  year  1807.  This  was  an  action 
on  a  writ  of  entry.  The  demandant  gave  in  evidence  before 
the  jury  the  record  of  a  suit  in  partition.  From  this  record 
it  appeared  that  one  Eeed,  under  whom  the  plaintiif  claimed, 
filed  a  petition  for  partition,  alleging  that  he  was  seized  as  a 
tenant  in  common,  ivith  divers  persons  to  him  unhnown,  of  one 
thousand  acres  of  land.  "Notice  of  the  petition  was  given 
to  all  persons  interested,  that  they  might  show  cause  against 
granting  the  prayer  of  it.  Afterwards,  on  proclamation  being 
made  for  any  person  to  appear  and  show  cause,  no  person 
appeared,  and  the  first  judgment,  quod  partitio  fiat,  was  en- 
tered. Pursuant  to  this  judgment,  Pk,€eds  purparty  was  regu- 
larly set  out  and  assigned  to  him,  which  included  the  premises; 
and  a  final  judgment  was  rendered  that  he  and  his  heirs  hold 
the  part  thus  assigned,  in  severalty,  forever.  The  tenant,  to 
defeat  this  title,  gave  in  evidence  the  entry  of  one  Jonatha)t 
Frye  into  the  lands  more  than  thirty  years  past;  that  he  after- 
wards mortgaged  them  to  the  present  tenant,  who  foreclosed 
the  mortgage,  by  judgment  and  execution,  according  to  the 
statute  in  such  case  provided;  and  that  he,  the  tenant,  has 
continued  in  possession  ever  since.  From  this  evidence,  he 
insisted  that  Reed  and  the  other  tenants  in  common  were  dis- 
seized by  Frye;  that  at  the  time  of  the  partition  their  right 
to  enter  was  gone;  and  that  he  not  appearing  to  defend 
against  Reeds  partition,  and  not  claiming  as  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, Avas  not  conncluded  by  the  judgment  on  that  petition, 

'  Cole  V.  Hall.  2  Hill.  627;   Waltz  v.  Barrowav,  25  lud.  381;   Hynes  v.  Oldham,  3 
Monr.  266. 
■'  2  Mass.  467. 
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even  as  to  the  right  of  iDossession."  The  Coui-t  in  which  the 
action  was  tried  insti-ucted  the  jury  in  favor  of  the  tenant. 
The  demandant  excepted  to  the  instructions,  and  appealed  to 
the  Supreme  Court.  This  Court  set  aside  the  verdict,  and 
granted  a  new  trial,  giving  the  following  reasons  for  so  doing : 

"A  writ  of  partition  must  name  all  the  tenants  who  hold 
together  and  undivided,  either  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants; 
the  shares  of  each  must  be  alleged;  and  the  partition  must 
be  made  among  them  all.  In  this  State,  very  large  parcels 
of  land  are  holden  in  common,  the- tenants  are  numerous,  and 
frequently  unknown  to  each  other,  and  their  shares  uuascer- 
tainable.  Partition,  so  necessary  for  the  settlement  and  cul- 
tivation of  lands,  is  therefore  impracticable  by  writ  at  com- 
mon law.  Inconveniences  of  this  kind  heretofore  prevailed 
in  England,  and  they  were  remedied  by  an  act  of  Parliament, 
passed  8  and  9  Will.  3,  c.  31.  This  act,  after  providing  that 
to  a  writ  of  partition  no  plea  in  abatement  shall  be  received, 
and  that  it  shall  not  abate  by  the  death  of  any  of  the  tenants, 
enacts  that,  if  any  tenant  to  the  writ  shall  not  enter  an  ap- 
pearance within  fifteen  days  after  the  return  of  the  attach- 
ment— notice  having  been  given  of  such  writ  by  leaving  a 
copy  thereof,  forty  days  before  the  return,  with  the  occupier 
or  tenant  in  possession,  or,  if  he  cannot  be  found,  with  his 
wife,  son,  or  daughter — the  Court  may  proceed  to  examine 
the  demandant's  title,  and  give  judgment  on  default  for  his 
puiparty;  and  his  purparty  being  regularly  assigned  by  an 
execution  of  that  judgment,  the  partition  shall  be  good,  m^d 
conclude  oil  persons  tvhatever,  luhcdever  right  or  tide  they  had  in 
the  premises,  although  all  persons  concerned  were  not  named 
in  any  of  the  proceedings,  nor  the  title  of  the  tenants  truly 
set  forth;  and  a  power  is  given  to  the  Court,  within  a  limited 
time,  to  permit  a  tenant  against  whom  judgment  has  been 
rendered  by  default  to  plead  in  bar,  or  to  show  an  inequality 
in  the  partition. 

"The  inconveniences  of  partition  by  writ  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law  were,  in  this  State,  remedied  by  a 
temporary  provincial  act,  passed  22  G.  2,  c.  3.  This  act,  after 
several  continuances,  expired,  but  its  provisions  were  re- 
enacted,  with  some  new  regulations,  by  the  statute  first  meu- 
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tioned,  and  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  partition  in  the 
case.  By  virtiie  of  this  statute,  a  person  interested  with 
others  in  land  may  file  his  petition,  showing  his  purparty, 
and  that  others  (naming  them)  hold  the  premises  together 
and  undivided  with  him,  and  may  pray  for  the  severance  of 
his  purparty.  Of  this  petition,  those  others  named  are  to  be 
notified  personally,  or  by  leaving  a  copy  of  it  at  their  last 
place  of  abode,  if  practicable. 

"If  the  petitioner  does  not  know  the  cotenants,  he  may 
allege  that  he  holds  his  purparty,  together  and  undivided 
with  others  to  him  unknown.  In  this  case,  notice  is  to  be 
given  to  all  persons  interested,  by  publishing  the  substance 
of  the  petition,  three  weeks  successively,  in  one  or  more  of 
the  public  newspapers  as  the  Court  may  direct.  If  partition 
be  regularly  made,  pursuant  to  the  petition,  it  is  declared  to 
be  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  which  words  are  of  as  large 
import  as  the  provision  of  the  English  statute,  where  the  par- 
tition is  declared  to  conclude  all  persons  lohatever,  whatever 
may  be  their  right  and  title  to  the  premises.  But  it  is  rea- 
sonable to  give  the  words  a  construction  by  which  no  person 
shall  be  concluded  by  a  partition,  when  he  could  not,  by  law, 
be  admitted  to  defend  his  rights.  This  construction  is  con- 
formable to  a  maxim  of  the  common  law,  that  judgments  do 
not  bind  the  rights  of  any  but  parties  or  privies ;  understand- 
ing by  parties  all  jDersons  who  might  have  been  made  parties 
on  the  record  but  from  their  own  laches.  In  applying  this 
construction  to  the  statute  before  us,  when  in  the  petition 
certain  persons  are  named  as  cotenants,  if  partition  be  made, 
none  are  concluded  by  it  but  the  persons  named,  their  heirs 
and  assigns.  If  in  the  petition  the  cotenants  are  not  named, 
but  are  supposed  to  be  unknown  to  the  partitioner,  and  notice 
is  given  to  all  persons  interested  to  appear  and  show  cause 
against  the  partition,  and  partition  be  made,  no  person  ap- 
pearing, this  partition  shall  conclude  all  persons  whatever,  as 
to  their  right  of  possession.  Any  person  interested  was 
authorized  to  appear,  and,  by  falsifying  any  allegation  of  the 
petition  in  a  point  material  to  his  defence,  might  have  pro- 
tected his  interest.  But  if  he  will  lie  by  and  refuse  to  appear, 
it  is  a  consent  that  the  petition  may  proceed  ex  parte;  and  he 
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shall  be  bound  by  the  partition  as  fully  as  if  he  had  appeared, 
and  afterwards  made  default. 

"In  a  writ  of  partition,  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  all  the 
parties  to  the  writ  hold  together  and  undivided;  so  in  the 
petition  where  the  cotenants  are  not  known  or  named,  the 
petitioner,  by  declaring  that  he  is  seised  of  an  undivided 
share  of  the  land,  in  effect  alleges  that  all  persons  holding 
the  land,  or  any  part  of  it,  are  seised  as  cotenants  with  him ; 
and  when  judgment  is  rendered  in  partition,  all  the  allega- 
tions material  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  facts,  and  all  persons  concluded  by  the  judgment 
are  estopped  from  controverting  them.  In  this  case,  there- 
fore, Allen,  the  tenant,  cannot  be  admitted,  by  showing  a  dis- 
seisin of  all  the  tenants  in  common,  to  question  the  right  of 
Reed,  alleged  in  his  petition,  and  supported  by  the  judgment; 
as  he  cannot  be  considered  as  a  stranger  to  the  record,  and 
so  not  bound  by  it.  He  was  on  the  land  at  the  time  of  the 
partition,  claiming  an  interest  in  it;  he  was  notified  to  appear 
and  defend  his  interest;  he  might  have  appeared  and  have 
been  admitted  a  party  on  the  record.  He  did  not  choose  to 
do  it;  and  it  is  owing  to  his  own  laches  that  he  did  not  de- 
fend his  interest,  if  he  had  any  to  defend.  To  consider  him, 
under  these  circumstances,  as  a  stranger  to  the  record,  is  re- 
pugnant to  a  well-known  rule  of  law;  for  he  would  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  own  laches. 

"  The  remaining  objection  made  by  the  tenant  against  the 
effect  of  the  partition  is  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of 
the  statute,  the  right  of  possession  of  no  person  is,  in  fact, 
bound  by  any  proceeding  under  it  but  a  tenant  in  common. 
It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection,  in  this  case,  that, 
the  tenant  having  been  notified  of  the  petition,  in  which  it 
appears  that  the  petitioner  claimed  to  hold  with  him,  together 
and  undivided,  the  premises,  and  having  a  legal  right  to  ap- 
pear and  controvert  the  petition,  and  judgment  being  ren- 
dered on  his  default,  he  is  now  concluded  from  saying  that 
he  is  not  a  tenant  in  common."' 

In  the  case  from  which  the  preceding  quotation  has  been 

'  Cook  V.  Allen,  2  Mass.  467;  BaylieH  v.  Bussey,  5  Groonl.  157;  Foxcroi't  u.  BaincH, 
29  Me.  129;  Kario  v.  Hock  River  Canal  Co.  15  Wis.  18C. 

C.  &  I*.— 38 
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made,  it  does  not  clearly  appear  whether  the  tenant  had  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  for  partition  or 
not,  but  from  the  imputation  of  laches  thrown  upon  him  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  we  infer  that  he  had  such  knowl- 
edge. But  it  is  probable  that  this  circumstance  was  imma- 
terial. In  a  case  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wis- 
consin, the  person  in  possession  claiming  in  severalty  had  no 
notice  of  the  suit  for  partition,  except  the  constructive  notice 
given  him  by  the  publication  against  unknown  owners.  In 
considering  the  effect  of  this  partition,  Dixon,  Chief  Justice, 
said:  "The  position  assumed  by  the  respondents'  counsel  in 
the  argument  of  the  case,  I  must  say,  appeared  to  me  novel 
and  somewhat  extraordinary.  It  seemed  to  me  that  if  they 
were  correct,  we  should,  so  far  as  the  appellants  are  con- 
cerned, be  compelled  to  give  one  of  the  most  unjust  judg- 
ments ever  pronounced  in  a  court  of  justice;  that  every  senti- 
ment of  equity  and  justice  demanded  of  us  to  uphold  them 
in  their  title  and  possession,  or  at  least  to  give  them  their 
day  in  court  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  them.  The  idea 
that,  under  our  statute  for  the  partition  of  real  estate,  a  party 
in  the  quiet  and  undisturbed  possession  of  his  property  could 
be  stripped  of  it  by  a  judicial  proceeding,  of  which  he  was 
entirely  ignorant,  struck  me  as  being  so  flagrantly  and  enor- 
mously unjust  and  oppressive,  that  I  thought  it  could  not  be 
the  law.  The  taking  of  a  valid  title  of  a  person  in  possession 
from  him  and  transferring  it  to  another  having  no  right  to  it 
by  a  proceeding  of  which  the  owner  has  no  knowledge,  and 
in  which  the  title  was  not  directly  adjudicated,  nor  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court  directly  called  to  it,  exhibits  a  most  alarm- 
ing defect  in  justice.  Such  a  proceeding  is  opposed  to  all 
our  notions  of  law  and  justice,  and  we  search  with  anxiety 
for  some  mode  of  escape  from  it. 

"  It  is  not  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  which  Courts 
are  at  liberty  to  mould  and  modify  to  meet  the  ends  of  justice, 
but  by  the  declarations  of  the  Legislature  upon  a  subject  con- 
fessedly within  their  control,  that  we  are  to  determine  this 
case.  They,  not  the  Court,  are  responsible  for  the  unjust 
consequences  which  may  flow  from  its  decisions.  They  have 
prescribed  the  mode  in  which  parties  shall  be  brought  into 
court,  the  form  of  the  proceedings,  and  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
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ment  in  actions  like  that  under  which  the  respondent  claims 
title.  The  same  power  which  authorized  the  wrong  must 
apply  the  remedy. "  His  Honor  then  proceeded  to  quote  from 
and  concur  with  the  opinion  of  Judge  Parsons  in  the  case  of 
Cook  17.  Allen;  and  added:  "I  have  quoted  at  length  from 
this  opinion,  partly  because  it  was  not  noticed  at  the  trial, 
but  more  for  its  sound  reasoning,  and  because  the  necessity 
and  policy  of  the  law  in  providing  for  proceedings  against 
property  of  persons  unknown  is  clearly  shown.  If  judgments 
in  such  jDroceedings  are  not  to  be  held  binding  and  conclusive 
on  all  such  persons  having  an  interest  both  as  to  the  amount 
and  nature  of  their  interests,  like  other  Judgments,  then  the 
mischiefs  to  be  remedied  cannot  be  reached,  and  partition  in 
many  cases  becomes  an  impossibility.  The  law  makes  the 
allegation  that  they  are  unknown,  and  publication  of  notice 
equivalent  to  a  suit  against  them  by  name  when  they  are 
known,  and  personally  served  with  process.  If  the  defend- 
ant Church  had  been  sued  by  name  and  served  with  process, 
and  had  made  default,  no  one  can  doubt  that  such  default 
would  have  been  a  confession  by  him  according  to  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  that  he  was  a  tenant  in  common.  The 
statute  gives  precisely  the  same  effect  to  the  proceeding  in 
the  form  in  which  it  was  had."' 

'  Nash  V.  Church,  10  Wis.  311.    See  also  Herr  v.  Heir,  5  Penn.  St.  428. 


Alabama..— The  Code  of  this  State  (sec.  3106)  requires  the  applicant  to  set  forth 
tho  names  of  all  the  persons  interested  in  the  property.  All  parties  in  interest  (see 
sec.  3107)  must  have  notice  of  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  and  if  any  of  the  parties 
are  infants  or  of  unsound  mind,  guardians  ad  litem  must  be  appointed  to  represent 
them.  Non-residents  are  made  parties  in  the  same  manner  as  wlien  property  in  the 
hands  of  an  administrator  is  to  be  distributed.  By  sec.  3114,  a  lien  on  an  undivided 
interest  becomes  a  charge  on  the  share  assigned  to  the  holder  of  such  interest. 

Abkansas. — All  persons  interested  in  the  property  must  be  parties,  including  ten- 
ants for  years,  for  life,  by  curtesy,  or  in  dower;  persons  entitled  to  tho  reversion, 
remainder,  or  inheritance;  and  persons  who  on  any  contingency  may  become  entitled 
to  any  beneficial  intfjrest.  Persons  entitled  to  dower,  if  tho  same  has  not  been  ad- 
measured, ai'e  necessary  parties. — Gould's  St.  of  Ark.,  ed.  1858,  p.  811,  sees.  2  and  3. 
Tho  statute  also  provides  for  proceeding  against  unknown  owners.— lb.,  sees.  4  to  7. 

California.— The  interests  of  all  persons,  Icnowu  and  unknown,  must  bo  set  forth, 
unless  they  claim  under  a  conveyance  or  incumbrance  not  on  record.  Tho  summons 
is  directed  to  all  of  the  cotcnants,  all  persons  having  any  interest  in  or  lion  on  tho 
property  or  any  part  thereof,  and  generally  to  all  persons  unknown.— Code  C.  P., 
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sees.  753,  754,  756.  If  it  appears  to  the  <Dourt  that  lienholders  exist  in  addition  tc 
those  made  parties  to  the  suit,  the  Court  may  order  them  to  be  made  parties.^-Ib. 
sec.  761. 

Connecticut. — The  statute  of  this  State  does  not  make  any  specification  of  the 
persons  who  must  be  defendants. 

Delaware. — The  only  provision  in  the  statute  in  regard  to  defendants  is  that  the 
summons  shali  issue  to  the  persons  interested  who  have  not  joined  in  the  petition. — 
Eev.  St.,  ed.  1874,  p.  529,  sec.  8. 

Flokida. — The  petition  must  be  against  the  cotenants  or  others  interested.  If  the 
names  of  some  of  the  owners  are  unknown,  this  fact  may  be  stated  in  the  bill,  and 
the  suit  may  then  proceed  as  if  they  were  named. — Bush's  Digest,  p.  616-17,  sec.  2. 

Georgia. — The  Code  of  this  State  contains  no  provisions  directing  who  shall  be 
made  parties  defendant. 

Illinois. — The  statute  of  this  State  in  regard  to  parties  and  to  proceedings  against 
unknown  owners  is  like  that  of  Ai-kansas. — See  Gross'  St.,  p.  469-70,  sees.  2-6. 
Courts  of  Chancery  have  power  to  assign  dower  in  suits  for  partition. — lb.,  p.  471, 
sees.  15, 16.  Lienholders  have  been  adjudged  to  be  necessary  parties. — Loomis  v. 
Riley,  24  Dl.,  310. 

Indiana. — The  petition  must  set  forth  the  rights  and  titles  of  the  parties  interested 
in  the  property.  On  each  of  these  parties  summons  must  be  served. ^Rev.  St.,  ed. 
1852,  vol.  2,  p.  329,  sees.  2,  3.  The  statute  also  provides  for  proceeding  against  un- 
known owners. — lb.,  sees.  3,  4. 

Iowa. — The  interests  of  the  several  owners,  if  known,  must  be  described.  Persons 
having  contingent  interests,  and  holders  of  specific  or  general  liens  on  the  entire 
property,  may  be  parties.— Code  of  Iowa,  ed.  1873,  sees.  3278-81.  If  the  lien  be  on 
an  undivided  interest,  the  holder  must  be  made  a  party.— lb.,  sec.  3287.  When  the 
owner  of  a  share  sold  has  a  husband  or  wife  living,  who  does  not  agree  in  reference 
to  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  the  Court  must  direct  such  proceeds  to 
be  invested  in  real  estate,  taking  the  title  in  the  name  of  the  person  whose  share  has 
been  sold.- lb.,  sec.  3303. 

Kansas.— The  provisions  of  the  statute  of  this  State  are  similar  to  sees.  3278-81  of 
Code  of  Iowa,  cited  above.— See  Genl.  St.  of  Kans.,  ed.  1868,  p.  753-4,  sees.  615,  616. 

Kentticky. — The  statute  seems  to  contempate  that  all  persons  interested  shall  be 
parties.  If  defendant  bo  feme  covert,  infant,  or  insane,  notice  may  be  given  to  the 
husband,  guardian,  or  committee,  or  if  there  be  no  guardian  or  committee,  one  may 
be  appointed  for  the  occasion. — 2  Stanton's  Rev.  St.,  p.  101,  sec.  2. 

Maine. — No  parties  seem  to  be  necessary  defendants  except  the  other  cotenants. — 
Rev.  St.  of  Me.,  ed.  1871,  p.  694,  sec.  2. 

Massachusetts. — The  petition  for  partition  must  be  against  all  persons  known  to 
the  petitioner  to  have  any  interest  in  the  premises  who  would  be  bound  by  the  parti- 
tion, whether  they  have  estates  of  inheritance,  for  life  or  years,  in  possession,  re- 
mainder or  reversion,  whether  vested  or  contingent.  If  the  petitioner  has  an  estate 
for  life  or  years,  the  person  entitled  to  the  reversion  or  remainder  is  entitled  to  notice.— 
Genl.  St.,  ed.  1860,  p.  699,  sec.  6.  Process  may  be  served  on  unkno%vn  owners. — lb,,. 
BCC.  10. 
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Michigan. — Every  person  having  any  interest  in  the  premises,  including  tenants 
for  life,  for  years,  by  the  curtesy,  in  dower,  reversioners,  remainder-men  and  persona 
ha-\-ing  contingent  interests,  may  all  hv  made  parties. — Comp.  Laws,  ed.  1871,  sees. 
6269-70.  Holders  of  sijecific  liens  may  be  parties.— lb.,  6273-4.  The  interests  of 
tenants  in  dower  may  be  sold  or  not,  at  the  option  of  the  Court. — lb.,  G310-11. 

Mi>>t:sota. — The  summons  is  addressed  to  all  known  owners  and  lienholders,  and 
also  to  unknown  owners. — Bissell's  St.,  p.  888,  sec.  35.  The  Court  may  provide  for 
aecertaining  the  value  of  inchoate  rights  of  dower,  etc. — lb.,  p.  892,  sec.  62. 

Mississippi. — "Before  any  decree  for  partition  shall  be  made  in  any  caae,  every 
person  claiming  or  having  an  interest  in  the  lands,  and  who  has  not  joined  in  the 
bill,  shall  be  made  a  partj'  to  the  proceeding;  and  everj'  minor  shall  also  be  repre- 
sented by  a  discreet  and  careful  guardian  ad  litem,  whether  he  has  a  legal  guardian 
or  not."— Kev.  Code,  ed.  1871,  sec.  1817. 

MissouKi.^Every  person  having  any  interest  in  such  premises,  whether  in  posses- 
sion or  otherwise,  shall  be  made  a  party. — Rev.  St.,  ed.  1865,  p.  612,  sec.  4.  The 
summons  may  also  be  against  imknown  owners. — lb.,  sees.  5-7. 

Nebraska. — The  petition  must  describe  the  several  interests  of  the  joint  owners, 
if  known. — Code  C.  P.,  sec.  802.  Lienholders  may  be  made  parties,  at  the  option  of 
petitioner. — lb. ,  sec.  804.  The  interests  of  tenants  in  dower  may  be  secured  by  in- 
vestment made  under  the  order  of  the  Court. — lb.,  sec.  831. 

Nevada. — Substantially  as  in  California. — Comp.  Laws,  ed.  1873,  sees.  1329,  1331, 
1332,  1336. 

New  Jersey.— We  find  no  special  designation  of  necessary  parties  defendant  in  the 
statute  of  this  State,  except  that  reversioners  and  remainder-men  may  be  made  par- 
ties and  bound  by  the  partition. — Nixon's  Digest,  4th  ed.,  p.  673,  sees.  33,  34.  Pro- 
visions are  made  for  dower  interests. — lb.,  p.  670,  sec.  23;  p.  672,  sees.  29,  36,  44. 

New  HAiiPSHiEE. — All  persons  interested,  if  known,  seem  to  be  necessary  parties. 
Summons  may  be  issued  against  and  service  made  on  unknown  owners. — Genl.  St., 
ed.  1867,  p.  463. 

New  Yobk.— All  parties  in  interest  may  be  made  defendants. — 3  Rev.  St.,  5th  ed., 
p.  605,  sec.  9.  Lienholders  need  not  be  parties. — lb.,  sec.  11.  The  proceeding  may 
be  against  unknown  owners. — lb.,  sees.  15,  16.  Tenants  in  dower  may  be  parties.— 
lb.,  I).  609,  sees.  33,  59,  63-68.  If  a  sale  is  to  be  made,  lienholders  are  notified. — lb., 
p.  611,  sec.  52. 

Ohio.—"  The  demandant  in  each  and  every  partition  shall  give  notice,  in  some 
newspaper  in  general  circulation  in  each  county  where  the  lands  lie,  or  shall  give 
personal  notice  in  writing,  to  each  and  every  person  concerned,  their  agent  or  attor- 
ney."— Swan's  &  Sawyer's  Rev.  St.,  p.  504.  A  widow  entitled  to  dower  is  a  necessary 
party,  unless  it  has  been  assigned. — Swan's  Rev.  St.,  ed.  1854,  p.  592,  sees.  12,  13. 

Obeoon. — The  statute  of  tliis  State  is  like  that  of  California. — Deady's  Genl.  Laws, 
ed.  1864,  p.  258,  sees.  420-21. 

Pennsylvania. — All  the  parties  in  interest  shall  be  named  in  the  writ,  declaration, 
and  notices,  when  known. — 2  Brightly's  Purdon's  Digest,  p.  1115,  sec.  16.  Person? 
not  in  fis.se  cannot  bo  bound  by  suit  in  partition,  except  at  the  suit  of  a  cotenant  hav- 
ing an  indefeasible  estate  in  fee  in  the  moiety  claimed  by  him.— Tb.  1117,  sec.  30. 
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South  Carolina. — Summons  shall  be  served  ou  all  the  persons  interested,  and  they 
shall  be  made  parties.— Rev.  St.,  ed.  1873,  p.  531,  sec.  5. 

Tennessee. — Every  person  having  any  interest,  in  possession  or  otherwise,  and 
every  person  entitled  to  dower,  if  the  same  has  not  been  allotted,  shall  be  a  party. — 
Thompson  &  Steger's  St.  of  Tenn.,  sec.  3271.  Unkno^vn  owners  may  be  proceeded 
against.— lb.,  sees.  3273-75. 

Vkbmont. — The  petition  must  set  forth  the  names  of  the  several  owners,  as  far  as 
known;  and  notice  must  be  given  to  all  parties  interested. — Genl.  St,  of  Vt.,  p.  353, 
sees.  2,  3. 

Wisconsin. — All  persons  interested  are  necessary  parties  defendant,  including  ten- 
ants for  years,  for  life,  by  the  curtesy,  in  dower,  in  reversion,  or  remainder. — Taylor's 
St.  of  Wis.,  p.  1679,  sees.  4,  5.    Lienholders  may  be  made  parties.— lb.,  sees.  7-9. 
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^  484.  The  Declaration  or  Bill  for  Partition. — The  di- 
versity existing  between  the  statutes  of  the  several  States 
governing  the  subject  of  partition — prescribing  the  estates 
of  which  partition  may  be  made,  and  the  persons  competent 
to  compel  such  partition — must  give  rise  to  a  corresponding 
diversity  in  the  pleadings  by  the  aid  of  which  a  demand  for 
partition  is  sought  to  be  asserted  or  repelled.  The  first  in- 
quiry of  the  practitioner  about  to  prepare  a  petition,  com- 
plaint, or  bill  for  partition,  is  naturally  addressed  to  the 
statute  of  his  own  State,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
what,  under  it,  c6nstitutes  a  good  cause  of  action.  Espe- 
cially under  the  liberal  rules  of  pleading  now  recognized  in 
many  codes  of  practice,  requiring  of  the  pleader  nothing  be- 
yond the  statement  of  his  cause  of  action  in  ordinary  and 
concise  language,  it  is  more  important  that  he  should  be 
sure  that  he  has  stated  all  the  material  facts  upon  which  his 
claim  depends,  than  that  he  should  adopt  any  particular  form 
or  order  of  expression.  The  same  facts  which  entitled  a  co- 
tenant  to  partition  at  law  were  suflficient  to  enable  him  to 
successfully  invoke  the  powers  of  Courts  of  Cliancery.    From 
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this  substantial  identity  of  causes  of  action,  logically  fol- 
lowed a  substantial  identity  in  the  pleadings  by  which  the 
causes  were  stated  to  the  different  Courts.  Except  where 
some  special  ground  existed,  on  account  of  which  Chancery 
was  called  upon  to  furnish  some  relief  beyond  that  contained 
in  a  mere  decree  of  partition,  the  allegations  contained  in  a 
bill  for  partition  corresponded  with  the  allegations  to  be 
found  in  the  declaration  in  proceeding  at  law  under  the  writ. 
The  declaration  at  law  may  still  serve  as  a  guide  to  the 
pleader,  if  he  takes  care  to  add  such  averments  as  the  statute 
of  his  State  has  made  essential,  and  to  omit  such  as  it  has 
made  immaterial.  It  is  therefore  proper  that  we  should 
analyze  the  declaration,  and  consider  of  what  its  material 
allegations  consist.^ 

g  485.      The  first  material  allegation   to   be   found   in 

the  declaration  at  common  law  is  that  the  parties  "hold 
together  and  undivided."  This  word  "  hold"  was  always  un- 
derstood as  implying  a  tenant  of  the  freehold.  The  allega- 
tion that  they  hold  together  and  undivided  was  therefore 
equivalent  to  averring  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  are 

'  The  following  foi'm  of  a  declaration  at  law  by  a  tenant  in  common  is  given  in 
standard  works  on  pleading  and  practice: 

" to  wit:  E.  F.,  of ,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  was  summoned  to  answer 

A.  B.  and  C.  D.  of  a  plea,  wherefore,  whereas  the  said  A.  B.,  C.  D.,  and  the  said 

E.  F.,  hold  together  and  undivided  the  manor  of ,  with  the  appurtenances,  etc., 

[specify  the  premises  according  to  the  writ,]  of  which  the  said  E.  F.  desireth  parti- 
tion to  be  made  between  them  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  unjustly  permitteth  not  the  same  to  be  done,  and  contrary 
to  tlie  form  of  the  statute:  And  whereupon  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  by  their  attor- 
ney, say,  that  whereas  they  and  the  said  E.  F.  hold  together  and  undivided  the  tene- 
ments aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  whei'eof  it  belongs  to  the  said  A.  B.  and  C. 

D.  and  their  heirs,  to  have  one  moiety  of  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  tlie  appurte- 
nances, to  hold  them  in  severalty,  so  that  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  of  their  moiety 
belonging  to  them  of  the  tenements  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances;  and  the  said 

E.  F.  of  his  moiety  belonging  to  him  of  the  tenements  aioresaid,  with  the  appurte- 
nances; may  severally  apportion  themselves;  he  of  the  said  E.  F.  denieth  partition 
thereof  to  be  made  between  them,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  unjustly  permitteth  not  the  same  to  be  done,  and  contrary 
to  the  form  of  said  statute ;    whereupon  they  say  that  they  are  injured,  and  have 

damage  to  the  value  of  .     And  therefore  they  bring  suit,"  etc. — 2  Sellon's  Pr. 

216-7;  3  Chitty's  PI.  1391.  Where  the  declaration  is  by  one  coparcener  against  an- 
other, it  contains,  in  addition  to  the  allegations  of  the  above  declaration,  the  state- 
ment that  the  ancestor  was  seized;  that  being  so  seized,  he  had  issue  certain  daughters 
jnamiug  them];  that  the  estate  had  descended  to  such  daughters,  etc. — 3  Ohitty  PI. 
1397;  3  Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  4th  ed.  2027. 
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tenants  in  common  of  a  freehold,  and  negatived  the  idea 
that  the  plaintiff  Avas  disseized.  The  seizin  of  the  plaintiff 
was  always  at  common  law  essential  to  the  maintenance 
of  his  action.^  But  this  seizin  was  regarded  as  suflBciently 
stated  by  the  use  of  the  word  ' '  hold, "  and  was  not  required 
to  be  alleged  in  any  other  form.'-  The  most  usual  practice  in 
complaints  under  the  code  seems  to  be  to  aver,  in  express 
terms,  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  or  that  he  is  seized." 
That  the  plaintiff'  is  in  possession  will  always  be  "presumed 
from  the  allegation  that  the  parties  are  seized  in  common."* 

I  486.  Deraignment  of  Title. — AVhen  the  partition  was 
between  tenants  in  common,  the  declaration  contained  no 
reference  to  the  source  of  title.  If  by  one  parcener  or  joint- 
tenant  against  another,  it  was  necessary  to  show  how  they 
became  joint-tenants  or  parceners.'^  But  even  in  the  case  of 
coparceners,  it  was  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  common  an- 
cestor was  seized,  and  to  show  that  by  his  death  the  lands 
had  descended  to  the  coparceners.  So  far  as  we  are  aware, 
it  has  never  been  held  to  be  necessary  in  applying  for  a  par- 
tition, whether  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  show  any  deraignment 
of  the  plaintiff's  title.®  This  question  was  thus  considered 
and  determined  at  an  early  day  in  New  York:  '*  Our  statute 
directs  that  the  party  applying  for  partition  shall  set  forth 
the  rights  and  titles  of  the  parties;  and  this,  it  has  been  con- 
tended, imposes  on  the  party  applying  for  partition  to  set 
forth  the  right  and  title  at  large  of  all  the  parties  to  the  suit. 
This  statute  must  receive  its  construction  from  the  terms  in 
which  it  is  conceived,  expounded  by  the  ordinary  use  to 
which  those  terms,  in  legal  phraseology,  are  applied.  If  that 
application  has  been  uniform  and  durable,  it  will  certainly 
aid  in  ascertaining  the  intent  of  the  statute. 

' '  In  an  action  for  an  anmdty,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set 
forth  the  title  and  estate  of  the  grantor,  but  only  that  he  did 
grant  it.     In  replevin,  a  defendant  may  avow,  as  tenant  to 

'  Maxwell  v.  Maxwell,  8  Ired.  Eq.  2'J. 

•■'  liiddle  V.  Starr,  0  Penn.  St.  405. 

»  2  Estt-e'H  PI.  318;  2  Van  Santvoord's  PI.  234. 

*  Jenkins  v.  Van  Scliaak,  .')  Pai.  Ch.  245.    Seo  also  Lucet  v.  Beckmau,  2  Oai.  385. 

4  Sellon'H  Pr.  217;  Allnatt  on  Partition,  G8;  Yato  v.  Wliindiiain,  Cro.  Eliz.  G4. 

'  Piutherford  v.  Jonts,  14  Goo.  521. 
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J.  8.,  who  loas  seised.  A.  feoffee  may  plead  that  A.  was  seised, 
and  did  enfeoff  him.  In  ejectment,  seisin  and  descent  cast 
are  prima  facie  evidence  of  right.  In  an  action  for  a  rent 
charge,  the  form  of  deducing  the  defendant's  privity  is,  that 
the  premises  on  which  the  rent  was  reserved  came  to  his 
hands  hy  assignment,  without  showing  how;  and  in  ejectment, 
the  proof  that  the  defendant  holds  under  the  same  title  with 
the  lessor  entitles  him  to  commence  his  deduction  from  the 
common  source. 

"When  partition  could  only  be  had  by  coparceners,  they 
were  conusant  of  each  other's  right;  and  thus  privity  at- 
tached with  and  constituted  an  essential  part  of  their  estate. 
It  is  not  so  with  tenants  in  common.  They  have  a  unity  of 
interest,  but  may  have  totally  different  titles.  All  that  the 
petitioners  were  bound  to  maintain,  as  to  the  defendants, 
was  that  they  held  with  him,  as  tenants  in  common,  the  pro- 
portion of  the  estate  described  in  their  petition.  In  analo- 
gous cases,  it  does  not  require  that  the  title  should  be  spread 
on  the  record.  The  words  of  the  statute  may  as  well  be  sat- 
isfied by  alleging  the  seisin  of  all  the  parties,  of  their  differ- 
ent portions  simply,  which  constitutes  their  title,  as  if  it 
were  traced  from  the  State  or  the  Crown.  It  would  be  sur- 
charging the  record  with  useless  matter,  and  impose  on  the 
plaintiff  in  partition  in  all  cases  a  hazardous,  and,  in  many 
cases,  an  impracticable  task  to  compel  him  to  set  forth  his 
title  beyond  his  own  seisin,  as  he  must  do  it  correctly,  or  fail 
in  sustaining  his  action.  The  general  allegation  of  seisin,  I 
therefore  think,  was  well  enough."  ' 

I  487.  The  Description. — The  allegation  in  the  declara- 
tion that  the  parties  "  hold  together  and  undivided"  is  fol- 
lowed by  a  description  of  the  property  which  they  so  hold 
and  of  which  partition  is  demanded.  This  description  must 
be  indispensable,  under  all  statutes,''  for  otherwise  the  Court 
could  not  know  of  what  subject-matter  it  was  exercising  jur- 
isdiction, nor  could  the  defendants  ascertain  what  interest 
they  were  called  upon  to  assert.  But  some  difference  of 
opinion  exists  in  regard  to  the  degree  of  particularity  or  pre- 

'  Bradshaw  v.  Callaghan,  8  Jolins.  562.  •=  Banner  i'.  Silver,  2  Oregon,  339. 
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cision  with  which  the  description  must  be  set  forth.  In  one 
case,  it  is  said,  "  all  that  would  seem  to  be  required  is,  that 
such  a  general  description  be  given  as  will  load  to  the  iden- 
tification of  the  property  upon  which  the  decree  is  intended 
to  operate."'  In  another  instance,  the  Coiirt  thought  that 
all  which  should  be  required  is  such  a  description  as  will  be 
intelligible  to  the  parties  interested.-  But  we  think  the  bet- 
ter opinion  is  that  the  description  should  be  so  perfect  as  of 
itself  to  enable  a  competent  surveyor  to  locate  the  premises 
to  be  divided.^  It  has  been  held  that  while  the  description 
in  a  deed  may  be  made  certain  by  evidence  aliunde,  the  de- 
scription in  a  petition  for  partition  ought  to  be  so  definite  as 
to  need  no  such  evidence  to  make  it  intelligible.^ 

g  488.  The  Moieties  of  the  respective  Parties. — The 
declaration,  after  describing  the  property,  proceeded  to  des- 
ignate the  respective  interests  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
This  is  also  essential,  under  the  various  statutes,  for  unless 
the  moiety  of  each  cotenant  be  stated,  the  portion  to  be  al- 
lotted to  each  cannot  be  ascertained,  nor  can  the  Court  know 
that  all  the  necessary  parties  are  made  defendants.  A  com- 
plaint in  partition  forms  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  of 
pleading,  that  the  plaintiff  need  not  attempt  to  show  the  de- 
fendant's titie  or  grounds  of  defence;  and,  perhaps  out  of 
deference  to  the  general  rule,  the  opinion  has  been  expressed 
that  the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  of  what  moieties  the  respec- 
tive defendants  are  seized.^  But  the  authorities  preponderate 
very  decidedly  against  this  opinion,  and  in  favor  of  the  rule 
that  the  plaintiff  must  state  what  interests  the  defendants 
have  as  between  one  another,  or  must  excuse  himself  from 
making  such  statement,  by  showing  that  he  has  not  the 
knowledge  necessary  to  enable  him  so  to  do.**  A  petition  for 
partition  is  demurrable  if  it  shows  that  the  petitioner  owns 

'  Thurston  u.  Minkc,  32  Md.  574. 

■'  Bewail  V.  llidlon,  5  Greeul.  4C0;  Wright  ».  Mc.C(;rini(;k.  ti7  N.  C.  27. 

^  Swanton  ti.  Crooker,  52  Me.  41(). 

♦  MUlcr  V.  MUler,  10  Pick.  216. 

*  Champion  v.  Sponeer,  1  Root,  117. 

«  Van  Cortlandt  v.  Bcikniun,  G  Pai.  Ch.  495;  Kainrtay  o.  Bell,  :J  Ired.  Ch.  209;  Han 
ncr  V.  Silver,  2  Oregon,  33'J;  Morenliout  o.  Higuera,  32  Cal.  294;  Millington  v.  Mil- 
lington,  7  Mo.  446;  Sentt^r  r.  DeBernal,  38  Cal.  642. 
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one-fifth,  and  the  defendant  three-fifths,  but  neither  states  to 
whom  the  remaining  fifth  belongs,  nor  that  its  ownership  is 
to  plaintiff  unknown.'  Whatever  difference  of  opinion  may 
exist  in  regard  to  the  propriety  of  requiring  the  plaintiff  to 
show  what  moietj^  each  of  the  defendants  holds,  nothing 
proceeding  from  the  Courts  has  ever  encouraged  the  idea 
that  anything  can  excuse  the  plaintiff  from  alleging  that  he 
holds  some  distinctly  specified  moiety.  He  must  aver,  in 
addition  to  the  fact  that  he  holds  together  and  undivided 
with  the  defendants,  what  it  is  that  he  will  be  entitled  to 
have  set  apart  to  him  in  making  the  partition.  He  cannot 
proceed  upon  the  theory  that  the  extent  of  his  interest  is  un- 
known to  himself.^ 

g  489.  Variance  bet^ween  Complaint  and  Proofs. — Hav- 
ing alleged  that  he  is  seized  of  a  specific  moiety,  the  plaintiff 
may  recover  for  that  or  for  a  smaller  moiety,  as  he  may  be 
shown  to  be  entitled.  "If  there  be  a  variance  between  the 
petition  and  proofs,  as  to  the  quantity  of  interest  which  any 
of  the  tenants  in  common  have  in  the  lands  whereof  partition 
is  sought,  this  can  be  set  right  by  the  Court,  to  whom  it  is 
referred  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  respective  rights  of 
the  parties."^  "Although  the  interest  of  the  parties  may 
not  be  correctly  described  in  the  petition,  it  is  competent  for 
the  Court  in  which  the  trial  is  had  to  amend  the  record  and 
give  judgment  that  partition  may  be  made  according  to  the 
respective  rights  of  the  parties."^  But  the  rule  as  under- 
stood by  Mr.  Allnatt  is  very  different.  He  says:  "  The  judg- 
ment must  be  conformable  to  the  demand,  for  if  A.  brings 
partition,  and  thereby  demands  the  fourth  part,  and  the  jury 
find  that  the  cotenants  hold  pro  indiviso,  but  that  A.  ought 
to  have  only  a  fifth  part,  A.  shall  not  have  that  which  is  due 
to  him,  viz.,  the  fifth  part  which  he  has  a  right  to,  for  then 
the  judgment  will  be  variant  from  the  demand. ^^ 

'  Rogers  v.  Miller,  48  Mo.  379. 

-  Savery  v.  Taylor,  102  Mass.  510;  Champion  v.  Spencer,  1  Boot,  147;  Tibbsn.  Allen, 
27  ni.  128. 
!>  Ferris  v.  Smith,  17  Johns.  223. 
*  Thompson  v.  Wheeler,  15  Wend.  342. 
■■>  Allnatt  on  Partition,  75,  citing  Becket  v.  Bromley,  Noy,  107. 
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g  490.  Allegation  of  Demand. — The  form  of  a  declara- 
tion at  law^  and  of  a  bill  in  Chancery,''  as  given  by  eminent 
writers,  both  contain  an  allegation  to  the  effect  that  the  ap- 
plicant has  demanded  that  partition  be  made,  and  that  the 
defendants  have  refused  to  consent  thereto.  The  same  alle- 
gation is  to  be  found  in  some  of  the  works  on  pleading  pre- 
pared under  the  Code  of  Procedure  of  New  Tork.^  But  as 
we  know  of  no  decision  at  law  or  in  equity,  nor  of  any  stat- 
utory provision,  requiring  these  facts  to  exist  as  a  pre- 
requisite to  a  compulsory  partition,  we  doubt  not  that  the 
allegation  in  regard  to  their  existence  is  mere  surplusage.^ 
Such,  we  infer,  must  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  New  York,  when  it  ordered  an  allegation  in  an 
answer,  that  the  plaintiff  had  unreasonably  refused  to  make 
partition  by  deed,  to  be  stricken  out  as  irrelevant  and  frivo- 
lous.* 

g  491.  Allegation  of  necessity  of  Sale. — In  Tennessee, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  sale  of  the  property  cannot  be  or- 
dered unless  the  complaint  contain  an  allegation  of  those 
facts  which  the  statute  prescribes  as  necessary  to  authorize 
such  sale.^  But  in  California,  it  has  been  said  "that  the 
manner  in  which  the  partition  is  to  be  made  constitutes  no 
part  of  the  cause  of  action,  but  is  merely  a  part  of  the  re- 
lief. While  it  is  proper  and  perhaps  advisable  to  ask  for  a 
particular  mode  of  partition — there  being  two  provided  by 
statute — and  to  that  end  allege  the  facts  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  relies  for  the  particular  mode  which  he  seeks,  yet 
this  is  not  indispensable,  and  a  complaint  which  is  silent 
upon  the  subject  is  good."'  It  was  further  decided,  in  the 
same  case,  that,  conceding  that  the  complaint  ought  to  state 
the  facts  upon  which  a  sale  rather  than  a  division  of  the 
property  will  be  claimed,  still  nothiug  further  need  be  al- 
leged than  "that  the  premises  cannot  be  divided  by  motes 
and  bounds  without  prejudice."  "Whether  a  partition  can 
or  cannot  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds  is  purely  a  question 

'  2  Bellon's  Pr.  21&-7;  3  Chitty  PI.  1391.  '^  3  Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  4th  cd.  2027. 

»  2  Van  Bantvoord'rt  PI.  234.  *  Bc<;  hccb.  424,  425,  433. 

»  McGowan  v.  Morrow,  3  Codo  11.  9.  «  Hobs  v.  Ilamnoy,  3  Ucad,  16. 

'  DeUpiey  v.  DeUprey,  27  Cal.  331. 
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of  fact,  and  is  the  ultimate  faot  to  be  found,  and  therefore 
the  only  fact  necessary  to  be  averred  under  any  system  of 
pleading  with  which  we  are  acquainted.  The  constituent 
facts,  or  those  which  lie  behind,  are  merely  probative,  and 
need  not  be  averred."'  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  in  the 
complaint  when  the  right  to  partition  accrued.  The  statutes 
of  limitation  have  no  application  to  suits  for  partition.^ 

^  DeUprey  v.  DeUprc-y,  27  Cal.  331.  The  folluwiug  form  of  complaint  contains  all 
the  material  averments  necessary  to  sustain  the  applicant's  demand  for  partition,  in 
California  and  New  York,  and  in  other  States  having  similar  statutes. 

The  plaintiff  alleges: 

I.  That  he  and  the  defendants  C.  and  D.  hold  and  are  in  possession,  as  tenants  in 
common,  of  [here  describe  the  property.  J 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  has  an  estate  therein,  consisting  of  [hei'e  state  what  the 
plaintiffs  moiety  is,  and  whether  it  is  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  or  for  life,  or  for 
years.  ] 

in.  That  each  of  the  defendants,  C.  and  D.,  has  an  estate  in  said  property,  con- 
sisting of  [here  state  the  interest  of  each  of  these  defendants.] 

Wherefore,  jjlaiutiff  prays  that  said  propertj'  may  be  partitioned  among  the  parties 
hereto,  according  to  their  respective  interests  therein;  or,  in  case  such  partition  cannot 
be  made  without  gi-eat  prejudice  to  said  parties,  that  said  property  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  divided  among  them,  according  to  their  respective  rights. 

X.  Y.,  Attorney  for  Plaintiff. 

If  any  of  the  parties  in  interest  be  unknown,  or  the  share  of  any  of  the  parties  be 
unknown,  uncertain,  or  contingent,  this  fact  must  also  be  stated.  According  to  Mr. 
Van  Santvoord:  "It  is  always  advisable  to  set  forth,  as  far  as  can  be  ascertained,  the 
titles  and  interests  of  unknown  owners;  but  it  has  been  held  that  an  averment  that 
there  are  'certain  imknown  owners,'  without  setting  forth  their  exact  interest  in  the 
premises,  is  sufficient."— 2  Van  Sautvoord's  Eq.  Pr.  2d  ed.  465,  citing  Hyatt  t'.  Pugs- 
ley.  23  Barb.  303. 

When  a  lienholder  is  made  defendant,  the  nature  of  his  claim  should  be  specially 
stated,  (Styker  v.  Lynch,  U  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  116,)  as: 

That  tlie  defendant  E.  is  the  owner  and  holder  of  a  mortgage,  executed  on  the 

day  of by  the  defendant  C  upon  his  interest  in  said  property-,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  certain  promissory  note,  etc.  [here  stating  the  substance  of  the  note  J;  or, 

That  the  defendant  F.  holds  a  judgment  recovered  by  him.  duly  given  and  entered 

in  tiie Court,  on  the day  of ,  against  the  defendant  D.  for  the  sum 

of ,  and  docketed  on  the  day  of .  in  said  county  of ,  which 

judgment  remains  unpaid  and  unsatisfied. 

For  statutory  provisions  in  regard  to  complaints  in  partition,  see  Eev.  Code,  Ala. .  sec. 
3106;  Gould's  Ai-k.  Dig.,  p.  811,  sec.  2;  C.  C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sec.  753;  Genl.  Laws  Del.,  528, 
sec.  8;  Bush's  Dig.  of  Fla.,  616,  sec.  2;  Code  of  Geo.,  sec.  3996;  Gross'  St.  of  lU.,  469, 
sec.  2;  Code  of  Iowa,  sec.  3278;  C.  P.  of  Kans.,  sees.  614-5;  Eev.  St.  Me.,  694,  sec.  2; 
2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  sec.  6269;  Genl.  St.  of  Mass.,  699,  sec.  6;  Bissell's  St.  of  Minn., 
888,  sec.  3;  Eev.  Code  Miss.,  sec.  1816;  Genl.  St.  of  Mo.,  611,  sec.  3;  C.  P.  of  Neb., 
sees.  802-3;  Comp.  Laws  Nov.,  sec.  1328;  Genl.  St.  of  N.  H.,  463,  sees.  2,  3;  3  Eev.  St. 
N.  Y.,  604,  sees.  8,  10;  Swan's  St.  of  Ohio,  591,  sec.  2;  Deady's  Laws  of  Oregon,  255, 
sec.  420;  Thompson  &  Steger's  St.  Tenn.,  sees.  3270.  3272:  Genl.  St.  Vt.,  353,  sec.  2; 
Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1679,  sec.  4. 

•'  Jenkins  v.  Dalton,  27  Ind.  78. 
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^  492.  The  Replication. — In  addition  to  his  complaint  or 
bill  for  partitiou,  the  applicant  is,  in  many  of  the  States,  en- 
titled to  file  a  replication  denying  such  allegations  in  the 
answer  as  he  may  choose  to  controvert. 

g  493.      The   service   of  process   is   so   exclusively    a 

matter  of  statutory  regulation  in  the  several  States  that  we 
shall  not  undertake  to  treat  of  it  in  this  work.  This  is 
equally  true  whether  the  defendant  on  whom  process  is  to  be 
served  is  an  adult  not  under  any  disability,  or  is  ixfeme  covert, 
an  infant,  or  a  lunatic,  or  an  unknown  owner  of  whose  age 
and  condition  nothing  can  be  ascertained.  In  the  case  of 
unknown  and  non-resident  owners,  the  summons  is  generally, 
if  not  universalh',  served  by  publication  in  some  newspaper 
in  j^ursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Court.  To  obtain  this  order, 
an  affidavit  must  be  made  and  filed  showing  that  some  of  the 
owners  are  unknown,  or  are  non-residents  of  the  State,  or 
cannot  be  found  therein.' 

j^  494.     If  the  defendants  fail  to  answer  the  complaint 

or  petition  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law  for  them  to  do 
so,  their  defaults  may  be  entered.^  In  New  York,  no  judg- 
ment can  be  rendered  in  favor  of  plaintiff  upon  such  default 
until  he  has  introduced  such  proof  of  his  title  as,  if  unex- 
plained, would  entitle  him  to  recover  in  ejectment.^  The 
same  rule  seems  to  prevail  in  Nebraska,  but  is  there  held  not 
to  apply  to  cases  in  which  the  defendant  appears  by  filing  a 
demurrer  Avhich  is  overruled.* 

'  For  provisions  in  regard  to  notice  of  application  for  partition,  see:  Eev.  Code.  Ala., 
sec.  3107;  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  811,  sees.  5-8;  C.  C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sees.  756-7;  Bush's  Dig. 
Fla.,  617,  sec.  3;  Code  of  Geo.,  sec.  3998;  Gross'  St.  of  III.,  470,  sec.  6;  Eev.  St.  Mo., 
694,  see.  3;  2  Stautou's  St.  of  Ky.,  101,  sec.  2;  2  Conip.  Laws  Mich.,  sees.  6275,  6276; 
Genl.  St.  Mass.,  699,  sees.  8-12;  Rev.  Code  Miss.,  sec.  1817;  Genl.  St.  of  MLs.,  612, 
sees.  &-7;  Coujp.  Laws  Nev.,  sees.  1330-32;  Genl.  St.  N.  H.,  463,  sees.  4-y;  3  Eov.  St. 
N.  Y.  604,  sees.  14-18;  Swau's  St.  of  Ohio,  591,  sec.  3;  Deadj''s  Laws  of  Oregon,  255, 
sees.  422-3;  Brightly's  Pmdon's  Dig.,  1113,  sees.  5,  6,  7,  12,  13,  14;  Genl.  St.  K.  I., 
519,  sees.  7-9;  IJov.  St  S.  C.  530,  sec.  5;  Thompson  <t  Stcger's  St.  Tenn.  sees.  3273-5; 
Genl.  St.  Vt.,  sec.  3G3;  Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1680,  sec.  10. 

■'  Ncilson  i>.  Cox,  1  Cai.  121. 

^  Griggs  V.  Peckham,  3  Wend.  436;  .Jennings  v.  Jennings,  2  Abb.  Pr.  6;  Larkin  r. 
Mann,  2  Pai.  27;  Wilde  v.  .Tenkins,  4  Pai.  491;  Hamilton  v.  Morris,  7  Pai.  39;  Portor 
1).  Lee,  6  How.  Pr.  491;  l{ii)i)lo  v.  Gilboru,  8  How.  Pr.  156. 

^  Mills  V.  Miller,  2  Neb.  314.  For  proceedings  in  default,  see:  Gould's  Dig.  Ark., 
812,  sees.  13-14;  Lush's  Dig.  Fla.  617,  sec.  4;  2  Conij).  Laws  Mich.,  sec.  C284;  Genl. 
St.  Mis.  612,  sec.  11;  Genl.  St.  N.  H.  464,  sec.  10;  Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1682,  BOC.  19. 
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DEFENCES  AND  THEIK  PRESENTATION. 

The  Defendant's  Pleadings,  §  495. 

Pleas  in  Abatement,  $  496. 

The  General  Issue,  $  497. 

Defences  allowed  iai  the  United  States,  §  498. 

Stating  the  Defendant's  Title  and  Equities,  499. 

Intervening,  §  500. 

Defences  necessitating  a  reference  to  Legal  Tribunals,  ^  501. 

Disputed  TiUe,  §  502. 

Disputed  Title — States  where  it  may  be  determined  in  the  Pai-tition  Suit,  $  503. 

Answei's  and  Cross-bills,  $  504. 

§  495.  Defendant's  Pleadings. — In  the  States  of  Califor- 
nia and  New  York,  and  probably  in  most  of  the  other  States 
where  srtatutorj  provisions  have  not  directed  to  the  contrary, 
the  proceedings  and  pleadings  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  partition  correspond  with  those  in  other  actions.'  If  the 
coroplaint  insufficiently  states  the  origin,  nature,  or  extent  of 
the  plaintiff's  interest,  the  defendant  may  demur. ^  No  doubt 
he  may  also  successfully  interpose  a  demurrer  whenever  the 
complaint  fails  to  show  the  existence  of  any  fact  without 
which  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought.  In 
Indiana,  it  has  been  held  that  uncertainty  in  the  description 
of  the  premises  to  be  divided  is  not  a  ground  for  demurrer. 
The  reasons  given  for  this  decision  are  that  "  the  uncertainty 
in  the  description  cannot  be  regarded  in  the  same  light  as 
the  omission  of  a  fact  necessary  to  be  stated  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.     The  uncertainty  in  the  description 

'  Eeed  v.  Child,  4  How.  Pr.  125;  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  2  Abb.  Pr.  14. 
^  Broad  v.  Broad,  40  Cal.  495. 
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might  have  been  obviated  by  a  motion  to  require  the  plead- 
ing to  be  made  definite  and  certain  by  amendment."^ 

^  -^06.  Pleas  in  Abatement. — The  statute  8  and  9  Wm. 
III.,  for  the  easier  obtaining  partitions  of  lands,  enacted 
' '  that  no  plea  in  abatement  shall  be  admitted  or  received  iu 
any  suit  for  partition,  nor  shall  the  same  be  abated  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  any  tenant."  In  the  United  States,  pleas  in 
abatement  are  generally  received.  But  the  suit,  as  a  general 
i-ule,  does  not  abate  on  the  death  of  any  of  the  parties, 
whether  plaintiff  or  defendant.  The  heirs  or  other  succes- 
sors to  the  interest  of  such  deceased  person  may  be  brought 
into  Court  and  bound  by  the  partition.^ 

^  497.  The  General  Issue. — The  plea  of  non  tenent  in- 
simnl  constituted  the  general  issue  in  actions  of  partition  at 
common  law.^  Every  allowable  plea  which  could  be  inter- 
posed amounted  to  non  tenent  insimul.*  This  plea  put  in 
issue  all  the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  seems 
to  have  been  so  adequate  as  to  authorize  the  defendant  to 
place  in  evidence  every  conceivable  fact  which,  if  proved, 
would  prevent  the  plaintiff's  recovery.* 

'  Godfrey  v.  Godfrey,  17  Ind.  8.  See  also  2  Van  Sanvoor(  Eq.  Pr.  18.  In  regard 
to  defendant's  pleadings,  see  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  812,  sec.  10;  C.  C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sec.  758; 
Code  Geo.,  sec.  4001;  Code  Iowa.  sec.  3282;  C.  P.  of  Kans.,  sec.  C17;  Rev.  St.  Me.,  694, 
sec.  5;  Genl.  St.  Mass.,  G99,  sec.  16;  C.  P.  of  Neb.,  sec.  806;  Comp.  Laws  Nov.,  sec. 
1333;  Genl.  St.  N.  H.,  46-1,  sec.  9;  3  Rev.  St.  N.  Y.,  606,  sec.  20;  Genl.  St.  11.  I.,  521, 
sec.  14;  Genl.  St.  Vt.  354,  sec.  5;  Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1681,  sec.  16. 

■^  Frohoch  v.  Gustine,  8  Watts,  123;  Requa  v.  Holmes,  16  N.  Y.  195:  Osgood  v.  Tag- 
gard,  18  N.  H.  319.  But  where  the  statute  of  8  and  9  Wm.  III.,  or  some  similar  8tal> 
ute,  has  not  been  adopted,  a  suit  in  partition  abates  on  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties. 
Thomas  v.  Smith,  2  Mass.  479. 

•'  The  following  is  the  plea  of  non  tenent  insiniul,  as  shown  in  Tillingha-st's  Forms, 
p.  625:  "And  the  said  C.  D.,  by  G.  H.  his  attorney,  comes  and  says  that  he  did  not 
hold  the  premises  in  said  petition  of  the  said  A.  B.  set  forth,  together  with  the  saiil 
A.  B.  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings  in  this  cause,  as  alleged 
in  said  petition  of  the  said  A.  B.;  and  of  this  ho  the  said  C.  D.  puts  himself  upon  the 
country:  And  the  said  A.  B.  doth  the  like,  etc.  G.  H.,  Attorney  for  Defendant  G.  D." 
In  Hunt  V.  Hazleton,  5  N.  H.  219,  it  is  said  that  the  general  issue  in  partition  is 
"  that  the  respondents  do  not  hold,  nor  on  the  day  of  tlie  exhibition  of  the  petition  in 
this  behalf,  nor  ever  afterwards  did  hold  the  said  premises,  nor  any  part  or  parcet 
thereof,  together  and  undivided  with  the  petitioner,  as  he,  in  his  said  petition,  ban 
supposed."  But  this  is  not  now  a  sufficient  i)lea  in  New  Hampshire.  See  Morrill  ri. 
Foster,  5  Foster,  334. 

•  2  Sellon's  Pr.  218. 

'■'  Bethell  v.  Lloyd,  1  Dall.  2;  McKee  v.  Btraub,  2  Binn.  :i;  Bates  v.  McCniry,  3 
Yeates,  192. 

C.  &  p.— 39 
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g  498.  In  the  United  States,  it  is  generally  understood 
that  the  defendant  may  plead  any  plea,  including  pleas  in 
abatement,  which  affords  him  any  defence  to  the  plaintiff's 
petition,  and  which  show  either  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  no  relief  whatever,  or  that  his  relief  ought  to  be  differ- 
ent from  that  which  he  claims  in  his  petition.  The  answer 
of  the  defendants  may  be  confined  wholly  to  showing  that 
the  plaintiff'  is  not  entitled  to  relief.  If  so,  it  must  of  course 
take  issue  with  one  or  more  of  those  allegations  which  we 
have  shown  to  be  essential  to  every  complaint  in  partition. 
It  must  either  deny  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  possession,  or  that 
the  parties  are  cotenants,  or  that  the  property  to  be  divided 
is  subject  to  compulsory  partition.  If  no  issue  be  taken  on 
some  of  the  indispensable  allegations  of  the  complaint,  then 
some  other  matter  must  be  affirmatively  stated,  as  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  legal  capacity  to  sue,  or  that  there  is  another 
action  pending  between  the  same  parties  for  the  partition  of 
the  same  property.'  "Any  party  appearing  may  plead  either 
separately  or  jointly  with  one  or  more  of  his  codefendants, 
that  the  plaintiffs,  or  any  of  them,  were  not  in  possession  of 
the  premises  in  question,  or  any  part  thereof;  or  that  the  de- 
fendants, or  any  of  them,  did  not  hold  the  premises  together 
with  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  as  aKeged  in  the  petition;  and  other  and  further  plead- 
ings may  also  be  had  between  the  parties  respectively,  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  Court  as  in  personal  actions, 
until  an  issue  or  issues,  in  law  or  in  fact,  be  joined  between 
the  parties,  or  some  of  them."^ 

g  499.     Setting  out  Defendant's  Title  and  Equities. — In 

the  great  majority  of  the  cases  in  which  a  partition  is  sought, 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  some  relief  is  not  denied,  and 
the  defendants  are  more  interested  in  setting  forth  their  own 
pretensions  than  in  combatting  the  complainant's  demand  for 
a  division.  When  the  defendants  have  an  interest  in  the 
propert}'  as  cotenants,  it  is  incumbent  on  them,  by  their  an- 
swer, to  disclose  the  nature  and  extent  of  such  interest  as 
fully  as  the  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint,  is  required  to  disclose 

'  Hornfager  y.  Horufager,  6  How.  Pr.  279;  Martindale  v.  Alexander,  26  Ind.  105. 
'  2  Van  Santroord's  Eq.  Pr.  25. 
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the  nature  and  extent  of  his  interest.  They  become,  as  it 
were,  plaintiffs  seeking  affirmative  relief,  and  bound,  by  all 
the  rules  of  pleading,  to  exhibit  the  facts  upon  Avhich  alone 
that  relief  can  be  properly  extended.  "An  action  for  parti- 
tion," said  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  "under  our 
statute,  is  sni  generis.  The  parties  named  in  the  complaint, 
whether  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants,  are  all  actors,  each  repre- 
senting his  own  interest.  Whether  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
they  are  required  to  set  forth  fully  and  particularly  the  origin, 
nature,  and  extent  of  their  respective  interests  in  the  prop- 
erty. This  having  been  done,  the  interests  of  each,  or  all, 
may  be  put  in  issue  by  the  others;  and,  if  so,  such  issues 
are  to  be  first  tried  and  determined,  and  no  partition  can  be 
made  until  the  respective  interests  of  all  the  parties  have 
been  ascertained  and  settled  by  a  trial."'  The  parties  may 
have  no  disagreement  in  regard  to  their  respective  moieties, 
and  yet  various  facts  may  exist  which,  if  properly  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  Court,  maj'  influence  the  final  determina- 
tion of  the  suit.  Some  of  the  parties  may  have  taken  pos- 
session of  some  part  of  the  property  and  enhanced  its  value 
by  permanent  or  other  valuable  improvements,  or  may  be  the 
grantees  of  an  interest  in  some  specified  parcel  of  the  com- 
mon lands.  Facts  like  these,  upon  which  claim  for  special 
relief  may  be  predicated,  ought  to  be  alleged  by  the  party 
desiring  to  secure  the  advantages  to  which  they  justly  entitle 
him. 

g  500.     Persons  not  named  as  defendants  may  appear 

and  ask  leave  to  protect  their  interests.  When  allowed  by 
law  or  by  order  of  the  Court  to  participate  in  the  suit  as 
parties  thereto,  they  are,  no  doubt,  under  the  same  obliga- 
tion as  the  original  parties  to  clearly  present  their  claims; 
and  when  they  have  participated  in  the  suit,  they  are  not  less 
bound  by  the  judgment  than  any  other  actor  in  the  litiga- 
tion.^ 

g  501 .    Defences  necessitating  a  reference  to  Legal  Tri- 
bunals.— The  defendant's  uiiswei-  may  show  that  he  is  in  the 

'  Morenhout  ti.  Iligutra,  32  Cul.  295. 

■*  Field  V,  Unknowu,  34  Me.  35;  Iluntrobs  v.  Tiuoy,  4G  Me,  83. 
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sole  possession-of  the  property,  holding  the  same  adversely 
to  the  plaintiff.  If  this  allegation  be  established,  the  plain- 
tiff will  generally  be  required  to  proceed  by  an  action  at  law 
to  regain  possession  of  the  property,  and  thereby  to  put  him- 
self in  a  situation  to  compel  a  partition.'  In  such  a  case,  if 
the  suit  be  in  equity,  the  general  practice  is  to  retain  the  bill 
and  afford  the  complainant  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to 
prosecute  his  suit  at  law,  to  be  let  into  possession.  In 
equity,  by  bringing  all  parties  in  interest  before  the  Court 
and  obliging  them  to  join  in  the  requisite  conveyances,  it 
was  possible  to  secure  a  partition  which  would  be  of  per- 
petual obligation.  But  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity, 
when  proceeding  in  partition  was  likely  to  be  superseded  by 
controversies  in  regard  to  title  which  these  courts  were  not 
authorized  to  decide.  Whenever  a  dispute  arose  in  reference 
to  an  equitable  title,  or  whenever  any  matter  was  presented 
as  a  ground  for  equitable  relief,  these  courts  were  exclusively 
authorized  to  determine  it,  and  to  afford  an  adequate  redress. 
A  dispute  of  this  nature,  instead  of  ousting  or  superseding 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  over  a  suit  in  partition, 
furnished  an  additional  as  well  as  an  unanswerable  argument 
in  favor  of  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction.^  But  when  an 
issue  was  formed  in  equity,  to  the  determination  of  which 
an  adjudication  of  questions  of  law  was  necessary,  such  issue 
was  referred  to  some  common  law  court,  as  will  be  apparent 
from  decisions  cited  in  the  next  section. 

§  502,  Disputed  Title. — ^It  is  certain  that  courts  of  equity, 
in  assuming  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  partition,  always 
disclaimed  the  authority  to  determine  doubtful  questions  in 
regard  to  the  legal  title.  There  is  a  material  difference  be- 
tween a  doubtful  and  a  disputed  title;  and  the  question  very 
naturally  arises,  whether  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendant 
disputes  the  complainant's  title  is  suflScient  to  oust  Chancery 
of  its  jurisdiction?     A  large  number  of  cases  exist  in  which 

'  Byers  v.  Danley,  27  Ai-k.  77;  Trayner  v.  Brooks,  4  Hayw.  295;  Lambert  v.  Blum- 
™thal,  26  Mo.  471.     See  sees.  439,  447. 

'  Coxe  V.  Smith,  4  Johns.  Ch.  276;  Overton's  Heirs  v.  Woolfolk,  6  Dana,  .^75;  Obert 
V.  Obert,  2  Stock.  Ch.  101;  Sterricker  v.  Dickinson,  9  Barb.  521;  Foust  i'.  Moorman, 
2  Carter,  20;  Carter  v.  Taylor,  3  Head,  35;  Lamb  v.  Burbank,  1  Saw.  C.  C.  227.  See 
eec.  439. 
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no  attention  whatever  is  given  to  this  distinction,  and  the 
broad  proposition  is  asserted  that  whenever  the  complainant's 
title  is  disputed  or  suspicious,  equity  will  not  proceed  with 
the  partition  until  the  dispute  has  been  settled  at  law.'  But 
in  a  few  'cases  in  which  the  distinction  between  a  disputed 
and  a  suspicious  title  has  suggested  itself  to  the  Court,  the 
conclusion  has  been  reached  that  the  bare  denial  of  com- 
plainant's title  did  not  necessitate  a  reference  to  the  legal 
tribunals;  that  equity  had  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether 
the  title  was  free  from  suspicion,  and  would,  notwithstanding 
the  defendant's  objections,  proceed  whenever,  in  its  judg- 
ment, the  title  was  clear.  "  I  do  not  understand,  however, 
that  the  bare  denial  of  the  complainant's  title  is  any  obstacle 
to  the  Court's  proceeding.  The  defendant  must  answer  the 
bill,  and  if  he  sets  up  a  title  adverse  to  the  complainant,  or 
disputes  the  complainant's  title,  he  must  discover  his  own 
title,  or  show  wherein  the  complainant's  title  is  defective. 
If,  when  the  titles  are  spread  before  the  Court  upon  the 
pleadings,  the  Court  can  see  that  there  is  no  valid  legal  ob- 
jection to  the  complainant's  title,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
Court  should  not  proceed  to  order  the  partition."^  "If  a 
bare  denial  of  the  title,  when  there  was  no  reasonable  doubt 
or  suspicion  attending  it,  would  authorize  the  dismissal  of 
the  complainant's  bill,  it  would  place  this  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion, which  has  been  established  by  a  long  train  of  decisions, 
and  is  deemed  of  much  public  convenience,  at  the  mercy  of 
every  profligate  or  unconscientious  defendant,  and  render  the 
Court  the  mere  ministerial  agent  to  carry  into  effect  the 
wishes  of  parties  in  cases  where  there  were  no  matters  of 
controversy  between  them."^  Whether  the  view  here  given 
be  sustained  or  not,  this  much  is  certain,  whenever  a  court 
of  equity  determined  that  there  were  any  serious  doubts  in 
regard  to  th6  legal  title,  it  Avould  not  proceed  until  those 

«  Blade  i'.  Barlow,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  290;  S.  C.  38  L.  J.  R.  (N.  S.)  Cli.  8G0;  Maxwell  i>. 
Maxwell,  8  Ired.  Eq.  28;  Butler  v.  King,  2  Yer.  122;  Bolton  r.  Bolton,  L.  11.  7  Eq.  298; 
Potter  V.  Waller,  2  DeG.  &  Sm.  410;  Daniel  v.  Green,  42  111.  473;  Whilluek  v.  Halo'w 
Heirs,  10  Uunijili.  04;  Wilkin  v.  Wilkin,  1  John.  Cli.  117;  iloilman  v.  Beard,  22  Mich. 
59;  llasBam  v.  Day,  39  MIhh.  395;  Groves  v.  Groven,  3  Sueed,  188;  Van  Ripi;r  v.  Ber- 
dan,  2  Green,  l.'}2;  Currin  v.  Spraull,  10  Gratt.  147. 

^  Lucas  V.  King,  2  Stock.  Oh.  280. 

••  Overton's  Heirs  v.  Woolfolk,   C  Dana,  374. 
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doubts  were  judicially  determined  and  removed.^  Instead 
of  at  once  dismissing  the  bill  for  partition,  it  was  retained 
for  a  reasonable  time,  witli  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring 
"  such  action  as  he  might  be  advised"  to  establish  his  title.' 
"The  rule  of  equity  jurisdiction  is  well  se'otled,  that  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  unless  ijhe  complainant's  title  be 
clear,  and  will  never  grant  the  relief  when  the  title  is  denied 
or  suspicious  until  the  party  seeking  relief  has  established 
his  title  at  law."*  But  when  the  complainant  was  in  posses- 
sion as  the  sole  owner  of  a  life  estate,  and  the  tenancy  in 
common  was  in  the  reversion  only,  and  he  could  therefore 
sustain  no  action  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his  title,  he 
was  allowed  to  proceed  at  equity.*  If  during  the  progress  of 
an  action  at  equity  for  partition  a  question  of  law  arises,  the 
Court  may,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  determine  the  question 
without  referring  it  to  any  common  law  court  for  trial. ^ 
Where  the  title  of  the  complainant  was  clear,  but  the  de- 
fendants set  up  conflicting  titles  between  themselves,  the 
Court  directed  that  the  plaintiff's  moiety  be  set  off  to  him, 
and  that  the  partition  between  the  defendants  be  respited 
until  they  had  settled  their  titles  at  law.® 

§  503.  States  "where  questions  of  Title  may  be  Deter- 
mined.— In  several  of  the  States,  the  Courts  having  jurisdic- 
tion over  partition  are  entrusted  with  more  ample  powers 
than  those  elsewhere  exercised  by  Courts  proceeding  in  con- 
formity with  the  common  and  statute  law  of  England.  This 
is  particularly  the  case  in  regard  to  disputes  concerning  tho 
title.  Such  disputes  may,  in  the  States  referred  to,  be  tried 
and  conclusively  determined,  and  no  necessity  exists  for 
referring   any   of    the    issues   to   some    other    tribunal    for 

'  Obert  V.  Obert,  2  Stock.  Ch.  100;  Deery  d.  McClintock,  31  Wis.  201;  Nicely?;. 
Boyles,  4  Humph.  177;  Garrett  v.  White,  3  Ired.  Eq.  135;  Hay  v.  Estell,  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
252;  Bruton  v.  Rutland,  3  Humph.  435. 

»  Giffard  v.  Williams,  L.  B.  5  Ch.  Ap.  546;  S.  C.  39  L.- J.  R.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  735;  Dewitt 
V.  Ackerman,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  215;  Riverview  Cemetery  Co.  v.  Turner,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  18; 
Manners  v.  Manners,  1  Green.  Ch.  385. 

^  Shearer  v.  Winston,  33  Miss.  150. 

♦  Allen  V.  Allen,  2  Jones  Eq.  237. 

*  Bart  V.  Hellyar,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  160. 
«  Phelps  I).  Green.  3  Johns.  Ch.  306. 
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trial.^  In  Californica,  where  it  was  claimed  that  a  judgment 
in  partition  could  affect  nothing  beyond  a  mere  division 
of  the  property,  leaving  the  title  as  before  the  partition,  the 
Court  said:  "  The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  has  filed 
a  very  able  brief,  which  would  be  entitled  to  much  weight  in 
a  jurisdiction  where  the  distinctions  between  actions  at  law 
and  suits  in  equity  are  still  preserved;  but  unfortunately  for 
the  argument,  the  distinctions  have  been  abolished  in  this 
State,  and  a  party  who  here  seeks  relief  at  the  hands  of  the 
Court  may  obtain  both  legal  and  equitable  relief  in  the  same 
action  or  proceeding,  if  upon  the  facts  of  his  case  he  is  en- 
titled to  both.  If  between  the  parties  to  an  action  for  parti- 
tion disputes  exist  as  to  their  rights  or  interests  in  any  re- 
spect, such  disputes  may  be  litigated  and  determined  in  such 
action. "2  In  Wisconsin,  under  a  system  of  practice  similar 
to  that  of  California,  a  conclusion  has  been  reached  in  the 
Supreme  Court  directly  antagonistic  to  that  sustained  by  the 
quotation  we  have  just  made,  as  will  fully  appear  by  the  fol- 
lowing extract  from  an  opinion  written  by  Chief  Justice 
Dixon  of  the  first  named  State:  "The  only  question  which 
the  Court  is  required  to  consider,  or  which  it  has  considered 
and  will  determine,  is,  whether  the  mere  legal  title  to  land, 
the  same  being  in  good  faith  the  subject  of  controversy  and 
in  doubt,  may  be  tried  and  adjudicated  in  this  form  of  ac- 
tion, it  appearing  that  the  objection  was  taken  in  the  Court 
below,  and  is  noAv  renewed  on  appeal.  It  is  not  contended 
by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  the  remedy  in  partition  given  by 
our  statute  is  not  an  equitable  proceeding.  It  is  conceded 
to  be  such.  It  was  by  bill  in  Chancery  before  the  enactment 
of  the  Code;  and  the  same  statutory  provisions,  with  some 
slight  and  immaterial  modifications  or  changes  of  name,  still 
exist.  The  position  of  counsel,  in  short,  is,  that  the  blend- 
ing of  legal  and  equitable  remedies,  or  the  reduction  of  all, 
as  near  as  may  be,  to  a  single  form  of  action,  under  the 
Code,  has  abolished  the  rule  which  formerly  prevailed,  that 
the  action  for  partition,  being  equitable,  was  not  the  proper 

'  Godfrey  v.  Godlrey,  17  Ind.  9;  Piirkcr  v.  Kane,  22  How.  U.  S.  13;  Wulcottt).  Wig- 
ton,  7  Ind.  4C;  Furder  v.  DaviH,  38  Mo.  115;  Ormond  v.  Martin,  1  Ala.  Select  Cas. 
534;  8.  C.  37  Ala.  (JOo;  Griflia  v.  Oriahi,  Jr.,  33  Geo.  109;  Grosrt'  St.  of  111.  471,  sec.  15. 

"  Morcnbout  i'.  Hi(,'uora,  32  Cal.  293;  Hollo  v.  Navarro,  33  Cal.  405. 
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one  in  wliich  to  try  and  detennine  a  question  of  legal  adverse 
title  claimed.  The  contention  is,  that  the  action,  though  still 
equitable,  has  now  become  the  proper  one  for  the  trial  and 
adjudication  of  such  an  issue.  A  few  considerations  will,  we 
think,  suffice  to  show  the  error  of  this  position,  and  that  a 
court  of  equity  is  not  now,  any  more  than  it  formerly  was, 
the  proper  forum  in  which  to  try  and  decide  a  question  of 
mere  legal  title  to  land,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  must  still 
be  refused.  And  first  we  observe,  what  all  the  adjudications 
since  the  enactment  of  the  Code  maintain,  that  although  the 
distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  here- 
tofore existing,  are  abolished,  yet  this  only  relates  to  the 
forms  of  actions,  and  does  not  touch  or  affect  their  inherent 
qualities  and  differences,  which,  from  the  nature  of  things, 
are  unchanged  and  unchangeable.  The  change  in  the  form 
of  action  has  not  changed  the  nature  of  the  action  itself.  It 
has  not  enlarged  tiie  jurisdiction  of  equity  nor  abridged  that 
of  the  law.  This  has  been  so  often  of  late  decided,  and 
equitable  interference  refused  on  the  ground  that  there  vested 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  that  it  seems  unnecessary  to  re- 
mark upon  it,  especially  in  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  State,  under  which  it  has  been  repeatedly 
held  by  this  Court  to  be  incompetent  for  the  Legislature  to 
take  from  the  original  or  primary  jurisdiction  of  equity  and 
give  to  the  law,  or  to  do  the  reverse."'  One  circumstance 
controlling  the  decision  in  Wisconsin  was  not  involved  in  the 
case  in  California.  It  was  this,  that  the  property  in  dispute 
was  vacant  lands,  and  ihat  by  statute  either  party  could  by 
law  sustain  ejectment  against  t<lie  other.  Upon  this  point  the 
Court  said:  "But  the  considerations  of  greatest  weight  in 
our  minds,  and  w^hich  seem  to  us  controlling,  are  the  advan- 
tages which  the  defendant  in  partition  may  or  must  lose  if 
compelled  to  submit  to  a  trial  of  the  legal  title  in  this  form 
of  action,  instead  of  the  trial  in  ejectment  as  provided  by 
law.  Judgments  in  partition  are,  as  declared  by  statute,  and 
as  has  frequently  been  adjudged  by  this  Court,  binding  and 
conclusive  as  to  the  title  or  interest  of  all  persons,  parties  to 
the  action,  and  their  legal  representatives,  and  all  persons 

'  Deery  v.  McClintock,  31  Wis.  202. 
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claiming  under  them  or  either  of  them,  except  tenants,  or 
persons  having  claims  as  tenants  in  dower,  by  the  curtesy,  or 
for  life,  to  the  whole  of  the  premises  which  shall  be  subject 
to  partition.  But  in  the  action  of  ejectment  this  is  not  so — 
at  least  not  so  as  to  the  first  judgment,  which  may  always  be 
vacated  and  a  new  trial  had  at  the  option  of  the  defeated 
party.  ^  ^  ^  The  judgment  in  such  action  rendered  on  the 
defendant's  failure  to  answer,  does  not  become  conclusive 
upon  him,  or  upon  persons  claiming  from  or  through  him  by 
title  accruing  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  until 
the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  time  of  docketing  the 
same.  The  statute  reserves  other  and  further  very  imj^ortant 
rights  and  privileges  in  this  respect  to  any  defendant  who 
may  be,  at  the  time  of  docketing  the  judgment,  either  witliin 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  insane,  or  imprisoned  on  any 
criminal  charge,  or  a  married  woman.  All  these  rights  and 
privileges  accorded  to  the  defeated  party  and  defendant  in 
an  action  of  ejectment,  and  which  must  be  conceded  to  be 
not  unfrequently  of  great  value  to  him,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
advantage,  often  most  material,  of  a  new  trial,  sometimes 
granted  for  misdirection,  or  improper  admission  of  testi- 
mony, or  other  error  in  action  at  law,  would  be  wholly  lost 
to  the  same  party  if  required  to  litigate  the  same  question  or 
matter  of  controversy  in  a  suit  or  proceeding  in  equity. 
These  considerations  seem  conclusive  to  us  upon  the  point, 
and  to  show  that  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  does  not  attach 
and  ought  not  to  be  maintained  in  a  case  like  the  present." ' 

g  504.  Answers  and  Cross-bills. — When  the  defendant 
wishes  to  assert  any  matter  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  partition,  he  should  do  so  by  his  answer. 
When  the  matter  is  brought  forward,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  partition,  but  of  obtaining  some  aflfirmative 
relief  for  the  defendant — as  when  compensation  for  improve- 
ments is  sought,  or  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  is  desired — 
he  should  assert  this  affirmative  matter  by  cross-bill.'^ 

'  Decry  o.  McCliutock,  31  Wis.  202. 

^  Gorman  v.  Machin,  6  Pai.  Oh.  288;  Martindale  v.  Aloxander,  26  Ind.  105;  Stafford 
V.  Nutt,  35  Ind.  93. 
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RET.TEF  GRANTED  IN  EQUITY,  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  PARTITIONS. 

All  Equities  may  be  Considered  and  Adjusted,  §  505. 

Except  those  which  do  not  arise  out  of  the  Common  Property,  §  506. 

Granting  Owelty,  §  507. 

Making  Partial  Partition,  §  508. 

Awarding  Cotenant  his  Improvements,  $  509. 

Compensating  Cotenant  for  his  Improvements,  §  510. 

States  where  Compensation  is  not  allowed,  §  511. 

Compelling  an  Accounting,  §  512. 

Compelling  Conveyance,  §  513. 

Injunction  against  Waste,  $  514. 

Injunction  against  Partition  at  Law,  $  515. 

§  505.  All  Equities  may  be  Considered  and  Adjusted. — 
When  a  suit  for  partition  is  in  a  court  of  equity,  or  in  a  court 
authorized  to  proceed  with  powers  as  ample  as  those  exer- 
cised by  courts  of  equity,  it  may  be  employed  to  adjust  all 
the  equities  existing  between  the  parties  and  arising  out  of 
their  relation  to  the  property  to  be  divided.  "He  who  seeks 
equity  must  do  equity."  Hence  whoever,  by  a  suit  for  par- 
tition, invokes  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  in  his 
behalf,  thereby  submits  himself  to  the  same  jurisdiction, 
and  concedes  its  authority  to  compel  him  to  deal  equitably 
with  his  cotenants.'  As  the  equities  of  the  cotenants  may 
arise  from  a  great  variety  of  circumstances,  it  follows  that 
the  assertion  of  these  equities  necessarily  introduces  into 
partition  suits  a  great  variety  of  issues,  and  calls  for  various 

'  story 'b  Eq.  Jur.  sec.  656.  "Though  partition  had  its  origin  in  the  common  law 
courts,  it  is  a  subject  over  which  the  courts  of  equity  assume  almost  exclusive  jui-is- 
diction;  and  in  disposing  of  the  cases  for  partition,  the  equities  of  the  respective 
parties  growing  out  of  their  ownership  of  the  property  as  tenants  in  common  or 
otherwise  are  taken  into  consideration,  and  disposed  of  upon  the  broad  principles 
which  govern  those  courts  in  the  administration  of  justice." — Dall  v.  The  Confidence 
Silver  Mining  Co.  3  Nev.  535. 
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allegations  in  the  respective  complaints  and  answers  which 
would  not  be  required  in  an  ordinary  suit  for  partition  not 
complicated  bj  any  special  equities  between  the  cotenants. 
We  shall  not  undertake  to  treat  of  these  various  pleadings, 
for  the  reason  that  they  are  not  peculiar  to  suits  in  partition, 
and  have  been  sufficiently  considered  in  works  on  pleadings 
and  practice  in  equity,  but  shall  confine  our  attention  to  the 
enumeration  and  consideration  of  the  principal  matters 
which  may  be  asserted  by  one  cotenant  in  a  suit  for  parti- 
tion, whether  so  asserted  for  the  purpose  of  securing  equi- 
table allotments  or  of  adjusting  other  claims  arising  out  of 
the  cotenancy. 

^  506.  The  Equities  -which  may  be  adjusted  and 
enforced  in  a  suit  for  partition  are  such  only  as  arise  out 
of  ihe  relation  of  the  parties  to  the  common  property.  But 
the  fact  that  an  equitable  cause  of  action  for  which  the  court 
can  grant  no  relief  in  a  suit  for  partition  is  set  up  in  the  bill, 
is  no  gi'ound  for  dismissing  the  suit.  For  independent  of 
this  fact,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  some  relief — to  wit,  to 
a  partition.^ 

g  507.  Owelty. — When  ,an  equal  partition  cannot  be 
otherwise  made,  courts  of  equity  may  order  that  a  certain 
sum  be  paid  by  the  party  to  whom  the  most  valuable  purparty 
has  been  assigned.^  The  sum  tlius  directed  to  be  paid  to 
make  the  partition  equal  is  called  owelty.  It  seems  to  have 
been  a  lien  on  the  purparty  on  account  of  which  it  was 
granted.  "The  law  cannot  contemplate  the  injustice  of 
taking  property  from  one  person  and  giving  it  to  another 
without  an  equivalent,  or  a  sufficient  security  for  it."^ 

g  508.  Partial  Partition. — A  tract  held  in  common  can- 
not be  partitioned  by  fragments.  Hence  the  grantee  under 
a  deed  from  one  of  the  cotenants  purporting  to  convey  by 
metes  and  bounds  a  part  of  the  larger  tract,  cannot  enforce 

'  Hoffman  o.  Ross,  25  Mich.  17G. 

■'  Smith  V.  Smith,  10  Pai.  177;  Graydon  v.  Graydou,  1  McMullaii'H  Ecj.  63;  Cox  ti. 
McMullan,  14  Gratt.  91;  Bipnham'H  Equity,  h(;c.  49;  Allnatt  on  Partition,  89. 

=*  Wynne  v.  TunsUll,  1  D(;v.  Eq.  28;  J.ong  w.  Long,  1  Watts,  '2G6;  Darlington's  Appro- 
priation, 13  Pa.  St.  432;  DaviH  v.  Norris,  8  Pa.  Ht.  12.'). 
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a  pai-tition  of  the  portion  in  which  alone  he  has  any  interest.' 
The  suit  for  partition  should  always  embrace  the  whole  tract 
held  by  the  cotenancy.  But  while  it  is  indispensable  that 
the  whole  tract  should  be  embraced  in  the  suit  for  partition, 
it  does  not  follow  that  those  who  are  mutually  desirous  of 
continuing  the  relation  of  cotenancy  between  one  another 
are  obliged  to  have  their  several  portions  allotted  to  them  to 
hold  in  severalty.  It  is  true  that,  in  a  few  cases,  a  partial 
partition  has  been  treated  as  unauthorized  and  improper 
under  all  circumstances.^  But  the  decided  weight  of  the 
authorities  is  the  other  way.  Two  or  more  cotenants  may 
anite  in  a  petition  for  partition,  and  have  their  moieties  set 
off  to  them,  to  be  by  them  enjoyed  together  and  undivided.* 
' '  The  plaintiff  in  partition  is  entitled  to  have  his  share  set 
off",  if  the  premises  are  capable  of  being  divided,  for  that  is 
his  object  in  instituting  the  proceedings;  but  if  the  situation 
of  the  defendants  is  such  as  to  render  it  for  their  interest  to 
retain  their  proportion  together  and  undivided,  there  can  be 
no  possible  objection,  in  principle,  in  permitting  it  to  be 
done,  nor  is  it  incompatible  with  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
the  act."" 

g  509.  Improvements. — Tlie  fact  that  a  cotenant  has  lo- 
cated upon  a  particular  portion  of  the  lands  of  the  cotenancy 
and  has  enhanced  its  value  by  making  improvements,  or  by 
reducing  it  from  a  wild  state  to  one  fit  for  profitable  cultiva- 
tion, is  a  circumstance  always  deemed  worthy  of  the  atten- 
tion of  a  court  charged  with  the  duty  of  making  a  partition.'^ 
Such  improvements  are  generally  indispensable  to  a  profit- 
able and  comfortable  enjoyment  of  the  property,  and  con- 
tribute to  the  general  prosperity  of  the  community.  The 
law  declines  to  compel  one  cotenant  to  pay  for  improvements 

'  Bigelow  V.  Littlefield,  52  Me.  25;  Sutter  v.  San  Francisco,  36  Cal.  116;  Hanson  v. 
Willard,  12  Me.  145;  Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  16  Me.  391;  Miller  v.  Miller,  13  Pick.  237: 
Sweeny  v.  Meany,  1  Miles,  167. 

'■'  Eobertson  v.  Robertson,  2  Swan,  199;  Handy  v.  Leavitt,  3  Edw.  Cb.  229. 

=>  Upham  V.  Bradley,  17  Me.  427;  Page  v.  Webster,  8  Mich.  265;  Northi-op  v.  Ander- 
son, 8  How.  Pr.  351;  Sbull  v.  Kennon,  12  Ind.  35;  AUen  v.  Hoyt,  5  Met.  326. 

*  McWhorter  v.  Gibson,  2  Wend.  445;  Hobson  v.  Sherwood,  i  Beav.  185;  Abbott  v. 
Berry,  46  N.  H.  369;  Murray  v.  Wooden,  17  Wend.  540. 

*  Hart's  Devisees  v.  Hawkins,  3  Bibb.  510. 
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made  without  his  authorization;  but  it  will  not,  if  it  can 
avoid  so  inequitabe  a  result,  enable  a  cotenant  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  improvements  for  which  he  has  contributed  no- 
thing. When  the  common  lands  come  to  be  divided,  an 
opportunity  is  offered  to  give  the  cotenant  who  has  enhanced 
the  value  of  a  parcel  of  the  premises  tJie  fruits  of  his  expen- 
ditures and  industry,  by  allotting  to  him  the  parcel  so  en- 
hanced in  value,  or  as  much  thereof  as  represents  his  share 
of  the  whole  tract.  "It  is  the  duty  of  equity  to  cause  these 
improvements  to  be  assigned  to  their  respective  owners, 
(whose  labor  and  money  have  been  thus  inseparably  fixed  on 
the  land,)  so  far  as  can  be  done  consistently  with  an  equi- 
table partition."' 

g  510.  Compensation  for  Improvements. — When  the 
equities  accruing  to  a  cotenant  by  virtue  of  improvements 
made  by  him  can  be  fully  recognized  and  protected  by 
awarding  him  the  portion  of  the  land  on  which  they  are 
situated,  no  special  embarrassment  attends  the  partition, 
and  there  can  be  no  possible  doubt  in  regard  to  the  action 
which  a  court  of  equity,  or  a  court  having  authority  similar 
to  that  exercised  by  courts  of  equity,  will  take.  But  when 
the  property  is  not  susceptible  of  such  a  division,  the  more 
doubtful  question  arises,  whether  compensation  ought  to  be 
awarded  to  the  cotenant  who  has  made  the  improvements. 
Upon  this  question,  we  think  the  following  extract  from  the 
opinion  of  a  Supreme  Court  in  the  State  of  New  York  fairly 
expresses  the  result  of  a  decided  preponderance  of  the  au- 
thorities, where  the  improvements  have  been  made  in  good 
faith,  and  without  any  apparent  desire  to  injure  or  oppress 
the  other  cotenants:  "  Where  one  tenant  in  common  lays  out 
money  in  improvements  on  the  estate,  although  the  money 
so  paid  does  not,  in  strictness,  constitute  a  lien  on  the  estate, 
yet  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  a  partition  without  first 
directing  an  account  and  a  suitable  compensation.  To  en- 
title the  tenant  in  common  to  an  allowance  on  a  partition  in 

'  Withers  v.  Thompson,  4  Monr.  335;  Sealo  v.  Soto,  35  Cal.  101;  Drenncn  v.  Walker, 
21  Ark.  557;  Louvalle  v.  Menard,  1  Gilm.  39;  Biooldiokl  v.  Williaraa,  1  Green's  Ch. 
.341;  Crafts  v.  Crafts,  13  Gray,  360;  Pope  v.  Wliitehcad,  0<  N.  C;.  l'J9;  Biobu  v.  Biohn. 
18  Grant's  Ch.  497;  Uovey  v.  Ferguson,  la  Grant's  Ch.  498;  Wood  v.  Wood,  IC  Grant's 
Ch.  471. 
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equity,  for  the  improvements  made  on  the  premises,  it  does 
not  appear  to  be  necessary  for  him  to  show  the  assent  of  his 
cotenants  to  such  improvements,  or  a  promise,  on  their  part, 
to  contribute  their  share  of  the  expense;  nor  is  it  necessary 
for  them  to  show  a  previous  request  to  join  in  the  improve- 
ments, and  their  refusal."^  "The  only  good  faith  required 
in  such  improvements  is  that  they  should  be  made  honestly 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  property,  and  not  for  em- 
barrassing his  cotenants  or  encumbering  their  estate,  or  hin- 
dering partition."^  But  "if  one  joint -tenant,  or  tenant  in 
common,  covers  the  whole  of  the  estate  with  valuable  im- 
provements, so  that  it  is  impossible  for  his  cotenant  to  ob- 
tain his  share  of  the  estate  without  includiiag  a  part  of  the 
improvements  so  made,  the  tenant  making  the  improvements 
would  not  be  entitled  to  compensation  therefor,  notwith- 
standing they  may  have  added  greatly  to  the  value  of  the 
land;  because  it  would  be  the  improver's  own  folly  to  extend 
his  own  improvements  over  the  whole  estate,  and  because  it 
would  be  unjust  to  permit  a  cotenant,  at  his  pleasure,  to 
charge  another  cotenant  with  improvements  he  may  not  have 
desired.  In  such  a  case,  the  improver  stands  as  a  mere  vol- 
unteer, and  cannot,  without  the  consent  of  his  cotenant,  lay 
the  foundation  for  charging  him  with  improvements."^  As 
tiie  allowance  of  compensation  for  improvements  is,  in  all 
cases,  made,  not  as  a  matter  of  legal  right,  but  purely  from 
the  desire  of  the  Court  to  do  justice,  the  compensation  will 
be  estimated  so  as  to  inflict  no  injury  on  the  cotenant  against 
whom  the  improvements  are  charged.  He  will  therefore  be 
charged,  not  with  the  price  of  the  improvements,  but  only 
.  with  his  proportion  of  the  amount  which  at  the  time  of  the 
partition  they  add  to  the  value  of  the  premises.*  From  this 
amount  he  will  also  be  entitled  to  deduct  any  sum  to  which 

'  Green  i'.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  507;  Martindale  v.  Alexander,  26  Ind.  105;  St.  Felix  «. 
Hankin,  3  Edw.  323;  Swan  v.  Swan,  8  Price,  518;  Doughaday  v.  Crowell,  3  Stock.  204; 
Dean  v.  O'Meara,  4.7  111.  120;  Kurtz  v.  Hibner,  55  111.  521;  Eespasa  v.  Breckenridge, 
2  A.  K.  Marsh.  584;  Eobinson  v.  McDonald,  11  Tex.  390;  Hitchcock  v.  Skinner,  Hofif. 
28. 

■^  Hall  V.  Piddock,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  314. 

"  Nelson's  Heirs  v.  Clay's  Heirs,  7  J.  J.  Marsha  142. 

♦  Moore  0).  Williamson,  10  Rich.  Eq.  328. 
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he   may  have  a  just  claim  for  use  and  occupation  of   his 
moietj  enjoyed  by  the  cotenant  making  the  improvements.' 

g  511.  States  -where  Compensation  for  Improvements 
is  not  allo-wed. — The  rule  that  a  cotenant  may,  in  partition, 
recover  compensation  for  improvements  made  by  him  with- 
out the  assent  of  his  cotenants,  does  not  universally  prevail. 
In  Alabama,  the  claim  for  improvements  can  be  asserted 
only  as  a  counter  demand  to  a  claim  for  rents. ^  In  a  com- 
paratively recent  case  decided  by  the  Commission  of  Appeals 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  language  is  used  which  tends  very 
strongly  to  impair  the  authority  of  Green  v.  Putnam,  referred 
to  in  the  preceding  section.  In  the  case  determined  by  the 
Commission  of  Appeals,  a  tenant  in  common  of  a  reversion 
had,  by  an  arrangement  with  the  tenant  of  the  life  estate, 
erected  buildings  by  which  the  value  of  the  property  was 
considerably  enhanced.  From  these  buildings  he  had  before 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  received  rents  sufficient  to  re- 
pay him  the  original  outlay,  with  interest  thereon.  In  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  partition,  he  claimed  of  his  cotenants 
compensation  for  these  improvements.  For  rejecting  this 
claim,  the  following  reasons,  among  others,  were  given : 
' '  There  was  no  consent,  mistake,  or  other  equitable  ground 
in  this  case  for  relieving  a  party  who  made  his  investment 
Avith  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  voluntarily,  and  without 
any  inducement  oifered  by  the  other  cotenants.  Had  the 
applicants  offered  to  share  their  rents,  upon  being  paid  a 
due  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  improvements  after  the 
termination  of  the  life  estate,  it  might  have  afforded  a  better 
ground  to  claim  compensation.  The  appellants  are  not  within 
the  reason  of  any  of  the  adjudged  cases  where  relief  has 
been  granted  in  partition  for  money  expended  in  improve- 
ments by  one  of  several  tenants  in  common.  If  the  land 
has  been  really  enhanced  in  value  by  the  improvements,  the 
appellants  are  in  a  better  plight  than  strangers,  as  they  will 
receive  their  pro  rata  share  of  the  increased  proceeds  of  the 
sale.     The  owner  cannot  b(!  called  upon  to  afford  any  in- 

'  Teaadalc  v.  Sanderson,  33  iJeav.  1)34;  Rowau  v.  Reed,  1!)  111.  28. 
"  Ormond  v.  Martin,  37  AJa.  COG;  Uorton  v.  Slodgo,  '20  Alii.  4'M. 
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demnity  or  compensation  for  money  expended  by  a  stranger 
for  improvements,  if  he  had  full  knowledge  of  the  risk  he 
was  encountering  when  they  were  made."' 

g  512.  Accounting. — A  complainant  may,  by  the  same 
bill,  procure  a  partition  and  an  accounting;^  and  the  defend- 
ant may  also,  by  a  cross-bill,  compel  the  complainant  to 
account  with  him.  Claims  for  rents  received,  or  for  use  and 
occupation  of  the  common  property,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
other  cotenants,  are  very  frequently  enforced  in  suits  for  par- 
tition.^ In  New  York,  in  a  case  in  which  the  point  did  not 
require  to  be  decided,  it  was  held  that  ' '  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  premises  accruing  while  the  land  has  been  held  ad- 
versely to  the  claim  of  the  complainants,  even  if  such  rents 
and  profits  had  been  received  by  one  who  was  a  joint  owner 
of  the  premises  with  the  complainants,  are  not  properly  re- 
coverable in  this  Court  upon  a  bill  for  partition;  or  rather, 
they  miist  be  more  properly  recoverable  as  mesne  profits,  in 
an  ejectment  suit  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession 
of  the  part  claimed  by  the  complainants."*  The  opinion 
here  expressed  has  not,  so  far  as  we  can  ascertain,  met  with 
any  support;  and  it  certainly  does  not  deserve  to  meet  with 
any.  When  equity  has  jurisdiction  for  partition,  no  obstacle 
exists  to  its  proceeding  to  do  complete  justice,  by  compelling 
an  account  for  all  rents  received;  and  nothing  better  than 
expense  and  delay  can  result  from  requiring  one  suit  at  law 
for  mesne  profits  and  another  in  equity  for  partition. 
"Where  one  tenant  in  common  has  made  a  parol  agree- 
ment with  another  tenant  in  common  for  his  interest  in  the 
land,  and  paid  a  part  of  the  purchase  money,  which  agree- 
ment fails  by  reason  of  the  purchaser's  refusing  to  comply 
on  account  of  the  agreement  not  being  in  writing,  a  court 

'  Scott  V.  Guernsey,  48  N.  Y.  123. 

2  Obert  V.  Obert,  2  Stock.  Ch.  98;  Tuckfield  v.  BnUer,  1  Dickens,  241;  WUls  «. 
Slade,  6  Ves.  498. 

■'  Davidson  v.  Thompson,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  84;  Goodenow  v.  Ewer,  16  Cal.  472;  Hill  v. 
Fulbrook,  1  Jac.  574;  Lorimer  v.  Lorimer,  5  Madd.  Ch.  363;  Story  v.  Johnson,  1  Y. 
&  C.  Eq.  Ex.  546;  2  lb.  586;  Humphrey  v.  Foster,  13  Gratt.  657;  Allen  v.  Barkley, 
Specr  Eq.  264;  Howey  v.  Goings,  13  HI.  107;  Hawkins  v.  Taber,  47  HI.  460;  Pope  v. 
flalsman,  35  Mo.  365. 

^  Burhans  v.  Burhans,  2  Barb.  Cli.  410. 
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of  equity,  in  decreeing  a  partition,  may  properly  decree  the 
purchase  money  so  paid  to  be  a  lien  on  the  premises." '  So 
where,  on  the  joint  purchase  of  the  common  lands,  one  of 
the  cotenants  had  paid  more  than  his  proportion  of  the  price, 
he  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  be  indemnified,  for  the  excess, 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  partition.-  A  tenant  in 
common  who  has  removed  an  inciunbrance  from  the  common 
property  is  entitled  to  contribution  from  his  cotenants.  To 
secure  such  contribution,  a  court  of  equity,  acting  in  a  suit 
for  partition,  in  favor  of  the  cotenant  removing  the  incum- 
brance, will  enforce  an  equitable  lien  of  the  same  character 
with  that  which  he  has  removed.^  In  one  case,  the  commis- 
sioners awarded  damages  for  waste.  Their  report  was  ex- 
cepted to,  on  the  ground  that  the  remedy  for  waste  was  at 
law;  but  the  Court  said:  "There  is  hardly  any  question  in 
relation  to  property  which  this  Court  may  not  determine  in- 
cidentally, for  the  purpose  of  doing  complete  justice,  and 
preventing  multiplicity  of  litigation."*  In  decreeing  parti- 
tion of  slaves,  the  Coui't  required  the  plaintiff  to  reimburse 
the  defendant  for  expenses  incurred  in  a  suit  to  recover  the 
slaves  from  a  third  person.* 

g  513.  Compelling  Conveyance. — When  the  title  of  a 
cotenant  is  equitable  merely,  and  he  is  entitled  to  a  convey- 
ance of  the  legal  title,  he  may,  by  proper  pleadings,  assert 
his  rights  and  obtain  a  decree  of  the  Court  "compelling 
those  in  whom  the  legal  title  rests  to  convey  according  to  the 
partition  awarded."**  But  where  the  sole  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  to  procure  a  partition,  it  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  conveyance.  He  must  first, 
in  the  same  or  in  an  indejDendent  suit,  obtain  a  decree  de- 
claring his  right  to  the  conveyance.^ 

'  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  3  Stock.  Ch.  276. 
■'  Warfield  o.  Banks,  11  Gill  &  J.  98. 
»  Titsworth  v.  Stout,  49  111.  78. 

*  Backlcr  v.  Farrow,  2  IliU'H  Ch.  111. 

<*  M'Mcekin  v.  lirummct,  2  Hill'B  Ch.  013. 

•  Overtt.n'H  Heirs  v.  Woolfolk,  6  Dana,  370;  Christian's  Devisee  v.  Christian,  6 
Munf.  53-1;  Hunter  v.  Brown,  7  B.  Monr.  283. 

'  WilliaiiiH  V.  Wiggand.  53  111.  233. 

C.  &  p.— 40 


g§  514-15      RELIEF,  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  PARTITION.  626 

§  514.  An  injunction  may,  in  some  instances,'  be 
granted  on  the  application  of  one  cotenant  to  restrain  an- 
other from  committing  or  continuing  some  act  destructive  to 
the  common  estate.  This  relief  may  be  obtained  in  a  suit 
for  partition^  as  well  as  in  an  independent  proceeding. 

g  515.  Enjoining  Partition  at  Law. — In  proceeding  at 
law  for  a  partition,  no  notice  was  taken  of  any  equitable 
rights  or  titles.  The  land  w^as  divided  into  moieties,  as  di- 
rected by  the  judgment  of  the  Court;  and,  in  making  such 
division,  no  attention  was  paid  to  the  equitable  rights  of 
either  of  the  cotenants,  arising  from  the  erection  of  improve- 
ments, or  from  any  other  cause. ^  When  a  court  of  law  by 
proceeding  with  a  partition  is  about  to  sacrifice  the  equitable 
rights  of  some  of  the  cotenants,  a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin 
the  proceedings  at  law  and  award  an  equitable  partition. 
"A  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere,  unless  such  interfer- 
ence becomes  necessary  to  protect  some  party  thereto  from 
fraud  or  wrong,  or  to  secure  him  some  clear  right  which  the 
law  tribunal,  from  the  manner  of  proceeding  before  it,  can- 
not secure.  For  such  purpose,  courts  of  equity  in  exercising 
one  of  their  principal  functions,  which  is  to  remedy  injustice 
occasioned  by  the  strict  rules  of  the  law  and  the  manner  of 
proceeding  in  courts  of  law,  will  interfere  to  prevent  a  failure 
of  justice  and  loss  of  rights."^  A  court  of  equity  will  there- 
fore interfere  where  one  of  the  cotenants  has,  in  good  faith, 
placed  valuable  improvements  on  the  property.*  Where  by 
statute  Chancery  has  power  to  decree  a  sale  of  lands,  and  no 
such  authority  exists  at  law,  a  proceeding  at  law  for  partition 
may  be  enjoined,  if  it  appears  that  the  partition  at  law  will 
result  in  great  injury  to  the  parties  in  interest,  and  that  a 
sale  of  the  property  will  be  much  more  beneficial  to  them 
than  a  division  thereof.* 

'  See  sees.  323-4. 

-  Baily  v.  Hobson,  22  L.  T.  R.  594;  S.  C.  2  Alb.  L.  J.  74.  A  receiver  may  also  be 
appointed  pending  a  partition.  Low  v.  Holmes,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  150;  Rutherford  v.  Jones, 
14  Geo.  526. 

»  Greenup  v.  Sewell,  18  111.  54;  Tliornton  v.  York  Bank,  45  Me.  164;  TUton  v.  Pal- 
mer, 31  Me.  487;  Liseomb  v.  Root,  8  Pick.  377;  Baldwin  v.  Breed,  16  Conn.  65;  Mar- 
Bhall  V.  Crebore,  13  Met.  468;  Bull  v.  Nichols,  15  Vt.  335. 

*  Hall  V.  Piddock,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  312. 

a  Gash  V.  Ledbett^r,  6  Ired.  Eq.  185. 
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g  516.  The  First  Judgment. — Whether  the  proceeding 
for  partition  was  prosecuted  at  law  or  in  equity,  it  was  first 
necessary  to  decide  whether  the  parties  were  cotenants  and 
entitled  to  partition.  This  question  being  resolved  in  the 
affirmative,  it  was  next  necessary  to  determine  the  respective 
moieties  of  each  of  the  parties.  The  result  of  the  decision 
of  these  two  questions  was  the  judgment  quod  partitio  fiat. 
This  was  the  first  or  interlocutory  judgment  in  partition.  It 
directed  that  partition  be  made  between  the  parties,  and 
commanded  the  sheriff  to  go  to  the  premises,  and  in  the 
presence  of  the  parties,  if  they  be  willing  to  be  present,  after 
being  first  forewarned,  "by  the  oath  of  good  and  lawful  men 
of  his  county,  respect  being  had  to  the  true  value  of  the  said 
tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  he  cause  to  be  divided" 
into  certain  moieties  which  the  judgment  proceeded  to 
specify,  and  that  he  deliver  one  moiety  to  A  and  another 
to  B,  etc'     In  Chancery,  the  deeree  for  partition  ordei'od: 

'  3  Cytty  PI.  1392;  Bootli  on  Real  Actiona.  214-5. 
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1st,  that  a  partition  be  made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants, in  certain  moieties  which  it  specified;  2d,  that  a 
commission  or  commissions  issue  to  certain  persons  to  be 
therein  named;  3d,  that  the  commissioners  do  make  a  parti- 
tion, [here  specifying  the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be  made] ; 
4th,  that  all  writings,  surveys,  muniments  of  title,  etc.,  be 
produced  before  the  commissioners;  5th,  that  the  commis- 
sioners examine  witnesses,  as  they  may  think  fit;  6th,  that 
after  such  partition  has  been  made,  that  the  parties  execute 
conveyances  to  each  other  respectively.'  The  decree,  in  ad- 
dition to  these  directions,  usually  contained  another  in  refer- 
ence to  the  title  deeds,  and  one  in  regard  to  costs. 

§  517.    First  Judgment  must  determine  the  Moieties. — 

Whether  the  proceeding  was  at  law  or  in  equity,  the  province 
of  the  Court  was  to  determine  between  whom,  and  in  what 
proportions,  the  division  should  be  made.  In  no  case  could 
the  commission  determine  title,  or  prosecute  any  inquiries 
in  regard  thereto.^  In  one  case  in  equity,  where  it  was  con- 
ceded that  the  parties  were  cotenants  and  entitled  to  parti- 
tion, but  their  respective  moieties  were  uncertain,  the  Master 
of  the  EoUs  said:  "  I  shall  take  a  little  time  to  consider  what 
is  a  proper  decree  in  this  case.  At  present,  I  am  strongly 
inclined  not  to  decree  an  immediate  partition,  upon  the 
grounds  that  have  been  stated;  but  I  wish  to  consider 
whether,  as  incidental  to  the  demand  for  partition,  the  Court 
would  not  put  into  a  train  of  inquiry  what  are  the  propor- 
tions in  which  they  are  interested  in  these  lands,  in  order  to 
lay  a  foundation  for  partition  afterwards,  that  previous  in- 
quiry to  be  before  the  Master;  whether  the  commission  ought 
not,  as  the  writ  always  does,  to  state  the  proportion  in  which 
the  partition  is  to  be  made."  Subsequently,  he  announced 
the  result  of  his  consideration  as  follows :  ' '  There  are  two 
cases  in  which  the  Court  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  ascer- 
tain the  interests  of  the  parties,  and  afterwards  directed  a 
commission  to  issue:  Calmady  v.  Calmady,^  and  Duncan  v. 
Howell.     The  uncertainty  of  the  shares  is  not  a  ground  for 

'  Seaton's  Forms,  184;  DanL  Ch-  Pr.  4th  ed.  2254. 
^  Ham  V.  Ham,  39  Me.  218.  »  2  Ves.  Jr.  568, 
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definitely  refusing  a  partition :  it  is  for  refusing  it  at  present. 
It  cannot  be  referred  to  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  the 
interests.  This  must  be  done,  as  in  those  cases  by  the  Court, 
through  the  medium  of  the  Master.  In  one  of  the  cases,  the 
form  of  the  inquiry  was,  what  undivided  shares  the  several 
parties  were  entitled  to,  and  for  wluit  estates  and  interests 
therein  respectively."^ 

g  518.  Special  Directions. — The  respective  duties  of  the 
Court  and  of  its  commissioners  in  making  a  partition  are  not 
very  clearly  defined.  Although  the  first  or  interlocutory  de- 
cree determines  the  moieties  of  the  respective  parties,  and 
thereby  furnishes  the  basis  upon  which  the  commissioners 
are  to  proceed,  there  are  many  things,  in  addition  to  the 
moieties  of  the  parties,  to  be  considered  in  making  an  equi- 
table partition.  Among  these  are  the  granting  of  owelty, 
the  setting  aside  of  improved  lands  to  the  tenant  who  im- 
proved them,  and  the  allotment  of  wasted  lands  to  the  tenant 
who  wasted  them.  No  doubt  the  Court  might  insert  in  its 
interlocutory  decree  such  special  directions  to  the  commis- 
sioners as  it  thought  necessary  to  insure  an  equitable  parti- 
tion. But  whether  it  was  usual  to  insert  such  directions  in 
the  first  decree,  or  to  leave  the  whole  matter  to  the  judgment 
of  the  commissioners  in  the  first  instance,  and  to  apply  for 
the  modification  or  rejection  of  their  report  when  it  proved 
unsatisfactory,  are  subjects  of  which  the  authorities  coming 
within  our  view  have  failed  to  enlighten  us. 

g  519.  First  Judgment  is  not  Final, — Neither  the  inter- 
locutory judgment  at  law  nor  the  first  decree  in  Chancery  is 
final :  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  corrected  by  a  direct  appeal.^ 
The  parties  must  wait  until  the  entry  of  the  final  judgment 
or  decree.  In  Texas,  a  difierent  rule  prevails.  A  decree 
which  determines  all  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings,  and 
directs  partition  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  such  deter- 

'  Agar  t>.  Fairfax,  17  Vch.  542;  Phelps  v.  Green,  3  Johns.  Ch.  301;  Ledbetter  ii.Gaah, 
8  Ired.  463. 

•^  Ivory  V.  Delare,  20  MIh.  505;  Beobo  v.  Griffing,  C  N.  Y.  4G5;  CU-kUt  *'.  Oibaon,  15 
Ind.  10;  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  10  Ind.  170;  Cook  u.  Kninkorbocker,  11  lud.  230;  Hnntor 
V.  Miller,  11  Ind.  35G;  Pipkin  v.  Alien,  29  Mo.  229;  Durham  v.  Durham,  34  Mo.  447; 
Medford  v.  Harroll,  3  HawkH,  41. 
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mination,  is  regarded  as  final,  because  it  leaves  nothing  to 
be  done  but  to  execute  the  directions  therein  contained.'  It 
is  obvious  that  if  no  appeal  is  permitted  from  the  interlocu- 
tory judgment  in  partition,  all  the  subsequent  labor  of  the 
commissioners  in  making  the  allotment  may  be  lost  by  a  re- 
versal for  some  error  in  fixing  the  interests  of  the  parties. 
To  avoid  this  result,  an  appeal  from  the  interlocutory  judg- 
ment is,  in  some  of  the  States,  authorized  by  statute.^  Under 
these  statutes,  an  error  in  the  preliminary  decree  must  be 
corrected  by  an  appeal  therefrom,  or  by  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  ;^  because,  "  upon  appeal  from  a  final  judgment,  an  order 
made  in  the  cause  which  is  itself  by  statute  made  the  subject 
of  a  distinct  appeal,  cannot  be  reviewed."* 

g  520.  Issuing  the  Writ. — In  proceedings  at  law,  after 
the  entry  of  the  first  judgment  in  partition,  the  writ  de  par- 
titione  facienda  was  issued  to  the  sherift'.  By  this  writ  he 
was  commanded,  with  twelve  good  and  lawful  men  of  the 
neighborhood,  to  go  to  the  manors  and  tenements,  and  there, 
in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  (who  are  to  be  forewarned,) 
if  they  be  willing  to  be  present,  by  the  oath  of  said  twelve 
men,  respect  being  had  to  the  true  value  of  the  property,  to 
cause  the  same  to  be  divided.  The  writ  then  proceeded,  in 
accordance  with  the  interlocutory  judgment,  to  specify  the 
moieties  into  which  the  property  should  be  partitioned. 
After  the  partition  was  made,  it  was  returned  to  the  Court 
under  the  seals  of  the  sheriff  and  the  twelve  jurors.  This 
return  certified  that  on  a  day  named,  the  sheriff'  took  with 
him  twelve  free  and  lawful  men,  (naming  them,)  and  went  on 
the  manor,  etc.,  and  by  the  oath  of  said  men,  he  caused  to 
be  divided  the  said  manor,  etc.  The  return  here  states  the 
bounds  of  the  several  allotments,  and  to  whom  each  allot- 
ment had  been  delivered  and  assigned.  Upon  this  return, 
\hQ  final  judgment  of  the  Court  is:  "Therefore,  it  is  con- 
sidered that  the  aforesaid  partition  be  holden  firm  and  effec- 
tual forever."* 

'  McFailand  o.  Hall,  17  Tex.  676.  ^  Cal.  C.  C.  P.  sec.  939. 

'  Regan  v.  McMahon,  43  Cal.  627.  ^  McCourtney  v.  Fortune,  42  Cal.  387. 

6  2  Sellon'8  Pr.  219-221;  Chitty's  PI.  1394-1407. 
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g  521.     The  commission  issued  in  Chancery  appointed 

certain  persons  as  commissioners,  and  authorized  them  to 
meet  at  proper  times  and  places,  to  enter  upon,  walk  over, 
and  survey  the  estate  in  question,  and  make  a  fair  allotment 
thereof,  and  to  distinguish  such  allotments  by  certain  metes 
and  bounds.  The  commission  stated  the  names  of  the  sev- 
eral persons  entitled  to  allotments,  and  designated  their  re- 
spective interests.  It  authorized  the  summoning  of  witnesses 
and  their  examination  upon  oath,  provided  that  their  depo- 
sitions should  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  concluded  as  fol- 
lows: "And  when  ye  have  done  and  performed  these  things, 
ye  shall  certify  and  return  the  same  into  our  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, without  delay,  wheresoever  our  said  Court  shall  then 
be,  the  facts  and  proceedings  in  the  premises,  by  your  cer- 
tificate fairly  written  on  parchment,  together  with  the  said 
examinations  and  interrogatories,  and  also  this  writ  closed 
up,  under  the  seals  of  you,  any  three  or  two  of  you.'"  When 
the  commissioners  have  performed  their  duties  by  making 
the  necessary  allotments,  they  must  prepare  their  certificate, 
* '  which  must  detail  their  proceedings  and  appoint  the  shares 
of  each  party,  according  to  their  allotments,  to  be  enjoyed 
by  them  in  severalty,  distinguishing  each  part,  if  so  directed 
by  the  commission,  by  metes  and  bounds.  There  is  no  pre- 
scribed form  of  a  certificate:  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  report; 
and,  as  a  rule,  it  should  follow,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  commission;  and  the  particulars,  description, 
and  quantities  of  the  several  parts  of  the  estate,  may  be  de- 
scribed in  a  schedule."^  When  the  commission,  with  the 
accompanying  documents,  has  been  returned  and  filed,  an 
order  must  be  obtained  confirming  the  certificate.  The  par- 
tition is  next  completed  by  conveyances  executed  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  decree  of  partition,  and  the  allotments  made 
thereunder  by  the  commissioners. 

g  522.     Commissioners  and  their  Duties. — In  the  United 

States,   under  tlie  various  statutes,   the   proceedings  subse- 
quent to  the  interlocutory  judgment  conform  more  nearly  to 

'  Beaton'B  Forms,  190.    See  the  opinion  of  Lord  ItwltHclale  upon  the  Commiwjion 
of  Partition  in  the  cagi;  of  Ourzoii  i'.  Lyster,  Bcaton'H  ForniB,  191. 
'Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  4th  ed.  1158. 
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the  proceedings  in  Clianceiy  than  to  those  formerly  had  at 
law  under  the  writ  of  partition.  Immediately  after  entering 
this  judgment,  or  at  the  same  time  by  a  provision  in  the 
judgment,  the  Court  appoints  a  number  of  disinterested  per- 
sons— usually  three  or  five — to  make  the  partition.  They 
are  commonly  called  commissioners,  sometimes  referees,  and 
more  rarely  partitioners.  They  have  no  power  to  determine 
questions  of  title.'  "When  the  interlocutory  judgment  is 
entered,  it  is  a  conclusive  determination  of  the  rights  of  all 
the  parties  to  the  proceedings;  and  no  question  any  longer 
remains  open  concerning  their  ownership,  or  title,  or  their 
undivided  shares  and  interests.  The  commissioners  have  no 
other  duty  to  perform,  or  authority  to  act,  than  to  divide  the 
estate  according  to  the  directions  contained  in  the  warrant. "  ^ 
The  statutes  usually  require  the  commissioners  to  be  sworn  ^ 
before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  and  also 
to  give  notice  to  the  parties  interested  of  the  time  and  place 
when  and  where  they  will  make  the  partition.  They  are 
authorized  to  employ  a  surveyor  when  necessary,  and  are 
directed  to  divide  the  lands  in  such  manner  as  to  give  each 
cotenant,  as  nearly  as  possible,  his  proportion  in  value.*  In 
some  of  the  States,  the  land  is  first  divided  by  the  commis- 
sioners into  equal  parts,  and  they  then  determine  by  lot  to 
whom  each  part  shall  be  assigned;^  but  more  usually  they 
are  authorized  to  make  the  several  allotments  without  having 
recourse  to  chance.^  In  many  of  the  States,  they  have  power 
to  determine  whether  a  partition  can  be  made  without  great 
prejudice  to  the  cotenants,  and  may,  instead  of  attempting  a 
partition,  report  to  the  Court  that  they  find  a  division  preju- 
dicial or  impracticable,  and  that  they  therefore  advise  a  sale. 

'  Allen  V.  Hall,  50  Me.  263.  Examine  tbis  case  for  a  general  discussion  of  the 
duties  and  powers  of  commissioners.  See  also  Kane  t>.  Parker,  4:  Wis.  123;  Marvin  v. 
Titsworth,  10  Wis.  320. 

-  Brown  v.  Bulkley,  11  Cusb.  168. 

*  Absence  of  oatb  of  commissioners  beld  to  avoid  partition,  Massey  v.  Massey,  4  H. 
&  J.  144.  For  contra  opinion,  see  Wilcox  v.  Cannon,  1  Cold.  369;  Bledsoe  v.  Wiley,  7 
Humpb.  507. 

*  Field  V.  Hanscomb,  3  Sbep.  367;  Lewis  v.  Tbe  C.  I.  Co.  of  Cmn.  23  Ind.  445; 
Buck«.  Wolcott,  15  Gray,  502;  Coply  v.  Crane,  1  Root,  69;  Hunter  v.  Brown,  7  B. 
Mour.  285. 

*  Tbis  is  tbe  method  preferred  in  Cliancery.    Danl.  Cb.  Pr.  p.  1158,  4tb  ed. 

*  Cecil  V.  Dorsey,  1  Md.  Cb.  225. 
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According  to  the  Chancery  practice  in  England,  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  commissioners  are  open;  they  may  be  attended 
by  the  parties  and  their  solicitors;  witnesses  may  be  exam- 
ined and  cross-examined  under  the  control  of  the  commis- 
sioners; and  every  step  may  be  taken  necessary  "  to  discover 
the  truth  and  enable  the  commissioners  to  make  a  proper  re- 
turn."^ This  evidence  is  confined  to  the  proof  of  such  facts 
only  as  will  be  necessar}-  to  enable  the  commissioners  to 
make  proper  and  impartial  allotments.  The  first  duty  of  the 
commissioners  is  to  divide  the  subject-matter  of  the  partition 
into  as  many  shares  and  proportions  as  the  decree  or  order 
under  which  the  commission  issues  directs.  They  must  next 
allot  these  proportions  to  the  respective  cotenants.  In  so 
doing,  they  must  take  into  consideration  all  the  circum- 
stances. They  have  no  right  to  make  an  arbitrary  allot- 
ment.^ They  should,  so  far  as  they  can  do  so  without  in- 
justice to  the  others,  assign  each  cotenant  the  part  most 
valuable  to  him,  whether  this  special  value  arose  from  his 
having  made  improvements  or  from  any  other  cause. ^  If 
there  are  several  parcels,  they  need  not  divide  each  parcel, 
but  may  assign  one  parcel  to  each  cotenant.^  Unless  author- 
ized to  do  so  by  the  decree  under  which  they  were  appointed, 
commissioners  cannot  award  owelty  of  partition.^  Neither 
the  commissioners  nor  the  Court  can,  unless  so  authorized 
by  statute,  divide  the  land  into  town  lots  and  give  part  of 
the  land  to  the  public  for  streets.^  In  Maine,  the  commis- 
sioners cannot  assign  to  one  of  the  parties  the  right  to  haul 
lumber  on  the  other's  lands,  nor  to  drive  logs  or  use  a  dam 
there.^  But  in  England  it  is  understood  that  the  commis- 
sioners may  make  such  directions  as  are  necessary  to  an 
equitable  partition,  and  to  assure  to  the  parties  an  equitable 
enjoyment  in  severalty.     They  may  therefore  lay  out  a  road 

'  Danl.  Cli.  Pr.  4th  ed.  1154:.    Tho  same  nile  prevails  in  Maryland.    Cecil  v.  Doraey, 
1  Md.  Ch.  22C. 

'^  Canning  v.  Canning,  2  Drewery,  434. 

"  Story  V.  JohnHon,  1  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  546. 

*  Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  Hornby,  1  P.  Wms.  446;  Smith  v.  Barber,  7  Ohio,  Part  2, 
p.  118. 

'■>  Mole  t).  Mansfield,  15  Sim.  41;  Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  1157,  4th  od.;  Pcorst).  Noodham,  19 

Beav.  .310.    Contra— Smith  v.  Smith,  10  Pai.  477;  Wood  v.  Little,  35  Mo.  112. 

«  Kitchen  v.  Sheets,  1  Ind.  139. 

'  Dyer  v.  Lowell,  .'JO  Mo.  219. 
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across  the  purparty  of  one  of  the  cotenants,  in  order  that 
the  other  may  have  a  means  of  passing  to  and  from  his  pur- 
party; and  they  may  order  fences  to  be  built  and  maintained 
between  the  lands  assigned  to  the  parties.^  And  no  doubt 
the  law,  as  thus  understood  in  England,  prevails  in  the 
greater  portion  of  these  United  States.  In  a  case  in  New 
York,  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  partition  consisted  of 
certain  mills  and  water  privileges,  the  Court,  speaking  of 
the  power  of  the  commissioners,  said :  "In  short,  the  com- 
missioners who  are  to  make  the  partition  may  divide  the  dam 
and  the  lands  under  the  water,  and  may  make  such  provisions 
for  keeping  the  different  portions  of  the  dam,  and  the  waste 
gates  and  flumes  in  the  same,  in  repair,  and  such  regulations 
for  the  use  of  the  water  power  which  is  not  capable  of  actual 
partition  without  a  destruction  of  its  value,  as  the  parties 
might  make  by  a  partition  deed  between  themselves,  and  by 
agreeing  for  a  compensation  to  be  paid  by  one  party  to  the 
other,  if  necessary,  so  as  to  make  that  partition  perfectly 
equal,  so  far  as  human  judgment  is  capable  of  producing 
equality  in  such  a  case." ^ 

g  523.  Report. — When  the  commissioners  have  completed 
their  allotments,  they  must  prepare  and  return  to  the  Court 
whence  the  commission  issued  a  report  showing  what  they 
have  done,  and  the  proceedings  had  before  them.^     When 

'  Lister  V.  Lister,  3  Y.  &  C.  Ex,  544,  546. 

^  Smith  V.  Smith,  10  Pai.  478;  Hill  v.  Dey,  14  Wend.  204;  Morrill  v.  Morrill,  5  N.  H. 
134.  The  commissioners  have  not,  in  New  Hampshire,  authority  to  make  partition 
by  assigning  to  each  of  the  cotenants  the  exclusive  occupation  for  alternate  periods 
of  time.    Crowell  v.  Woodbury,  52  N.  H.  613. 

For  provisions  in  reference  to  appointment  and  duties  of  commissioners,  see  Kev. 
Code>  Ala.,  sec.  3108-13;  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  813,  sees.  16-18;  C.  C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sees. 
763-4;  Laws  of  Del.,  p.  528,  sec.  5;  lb.  529,  sec.  10;  Bush's  Dig.  Fla.,  618,  sec.  6;  Code 
of  Geo.,  sees.  3999-4000;  Gross'  St.  of  111.,  470,  sec.  9;  Code  Iowa,  sec.  3290;  C.  P.  of 
Kans.,  sec.  619,  p.  24;  Eev.  St.  Me.,  695,  sees.  13-16;  2  Stanton's  St.  of  Ky.,  101, 102; 
2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  sees.  6273,  6288-91;  Genl.  St.  Mass.,  790,  sees.  21-24;  Bissell's 
St.  of  Minn.,  888,  sees.  6-7;  Eev.  Code  Miss.,  sees.  1818-27;  Genl.  St.  of  Mis.,  812, 
sees.  16-21;  C.  P.  of  Neb.,  sec.  812;  Comp.  Laws  Nov.,  sees.  1338-9;  Genl.  St.  N.  H., 
464,  sees.  10-13;  Nixon's  N.  J.  Dig.,  4th  ed.,  666,  sees.  1-6;  3  Ptev.  St.  N.  Y.  609,  sees. 
34-41;  Swan's  St.  of  Ohio,  591,  sees.  4,  5;  Deady's  Laws  of  Oregon,  256,  sec.  424; 
Brightly's  Purdon's  Dig.,  1116,  sec.  22;  Bev.  St.  S.  C.  532,  sec.  10;  Thompson  &.  Ste- 
ger's  St.  Tenn.,  sees.  3279-81;  Genl.  St.  Vt.,  354,  sec.  6;  Taylor's  St.  Wis,,  1682,  sees. 
23-26. 

•'  Hathaway  v.  Persons  Unknown,  32  Me.  137. 
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evidence  has  been  taken,  it  should  be  retumed  with  the  re- 
port. The  report  must  show  how  the  property  has  been 
divided,  and  to  whom  the  several  parts  have  been  allotted. 
The  report  of  the  commissioners  need  not  be  unanimous. 
"  We  think  the  true  rule  is,  that  where  three  or  more  persons 
are  charged  with  a  judicial  or  a  quasi  judicial  function  under 
an  authority  derived,  not  from  the  parties  in  interest  merely, 
but  from  a  law  or  statute  of  the  State,  though  all  must  hear 
and  deliberate  together,  a  majority  may  decide.  But  though 
a  majority  may  decide,  all  should  be  present  to  hear  and  de- 
liberate, and  we  think  the  report  at  any  rate,  when  not  signed 
by  all,  should  show  affirmatively  that  all  were  so  present." ' 
The  report  is  sufficiently  certain,  if  it  is  capable  of  being  re- 
duced to  certainty  by  a  survey.^  "  If  the  commissioners  are 
equally  divided,  both  returns  will  be  quashed."^ 

§  524.  On  the  death,  resignation,  or  refusal  to  act, 
of  any  of  the  commissioners,  the  Court  may  appoint  others 
in  their  places,  who  have  power  to  complete  the  partition.* 

g  525.  Vacating  Report. — The  report  of  the  commission 
is  not  final.  It  may  be  set  aside  by  the  Court.^'  But  where 
the  Court  is  asked  to  set  aside  the  action  of  the  commission- 
ers, on  the  ground  that  they  erred  in  making  their  allotments, 
whereby  an  unequal  partition  has  been  made,  it  will  not 
grant  the  relief  asked  except  in  extreme  cases— cases  in 
which  the  partition  is  based  on  wrong  principles,  or  it  is 
shown  by  a  very  clear  and  decided  preponderance  of  evi- 

'  Townsond  v.  Hazard,  9  R.  I.  M2,  444;  UnderhiU  v.  Jackson,  1  Baib.  Ch.  73; 
Scuyler  v.  Marsh,  37  Barb.  354;  Kane  v.  Parker,  4  Wis.  123. 

•I  Boyd  V.  Doty,  8  Ind.  374. 

»  Danl.  Ch.  Pr.  1159;  Watson  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland,  11  Ves.  153,  162. 

For  report,  see  Rev.  Code  Ala.,  sec.  3111;  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  813,  sec.  19;  C.  C.  P. 
of  Cal.,  sec.  7G5;  Gross'  111.  St.,  470,  sec.  9;  Code  Iowa,  sec.  3292;  C.  P.  of  Kans.,  622; 
Rev  St  Me  ,  G9C,  sec.  21;  2  Stanton's  St.  of  Ky.,  101,  sec.  6;  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  sec. 
6292;  Genl.  St.  Mass.,  700,  sec.  29;  Bissell's  St.  of  Minn.,  889,  sec.  7;  Rev.  Code  Miss., 
sec  1825-  Genl.  St.  of  Mis.,  613,  sees.  22-3;  Comp.  Laws  Nev.,  sec.  1340;  Genl.  St. 
N  H.  464.  sees.  13,  14;  Nixon's  Dig.  N.  J.,  4th  ed.,  CG8,  sec.  7;  3  Rev.  St.  N.  Y.,  GIO. 
sec  42-  Deady'8  Laws  Oregon,  257,  sees.  427-8;  Genl.  St.  R.  I..  523.  sees.  27-29;  Rey. 
St.  S.  C,  533,  sec.  12;  Thompson  &  Steger's  St.  Tenn.,  3282;  Genl.  St.  Vt.,  354,  see.  8; 
Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1083,  sec.  27. 

*  Rev.  Code  Ala.,  sec.  3115;  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  81(;,  sw.  37;  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich., 
Bee.  6289;  Rev.  Code  Miss.,  see.  1821;  Taylor's  St.  Wis.  1683,  sec.  24. 

»  Biggs  V.  Dickinson,  2  Beam.  439. 
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dence  that  the  commissioners  have  made  a  grossly  unequal 
allotment.'  In  one  case,  it  was  said  that  "the  report  of  the 
commissioners  is  to  be  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  verdict  of 
a  jury  rendered  upon  a  trial  at  law;  and  it  will  be  disturbed 
or  interfered  with  by  the  Court  only  upon  grounds  similar  to 
those  on  which  a  verdict  would  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
granted.  Nay,  more :  it  will  be  regarded  with  greater  con- 
sideration even  than  a  verdict,  because,  in  this  particular  in- 
stance, the  commissioners  are  persons  who  were  selected  by 
the  parties  themselves  on  account  of  their  superior  judgment 
and  capacity  to  perform  this  particular  service,  and  they  were 
authorized  to  act  upon  a  personal  view  of  the  property,  and 
upon  their  individual  knowledge  of  its  value,  location,  etc., 
which  they  were  left  to  acquire  at  their  leisure,  and  from  all 
the  best  sources  of  information  in  their  power,  and  without 
regard  to  rules  and  forms  of  judicial  proceedings  in  acquiring 
their  knowledge."^  In  England,  "it  is  improper  for  the 
Court  to  interfere  with  the  valuation  of  commissioners,  un- 
less there  be  any  mistake  in  it  so  gross  as  to  induce  the  Court 
to  think  that  the  commissioners  have  acted  from  unjust,  cor- 
rupt, or  fraudulent  motives."* 

g  526.  Vacating  Report  for  Error  in  Proceeding, — The 
report  of  the  commissioners  may  also  be  set  aside  for  errors 
in  their  proceeding  affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  on 
account  of  which  the  law  presumes  that  the  party  complain- 
ing may  have  been  injured.  Hence,  the  report  will  be  set 
aside  when  the  parties  had  no  notice  of  the  meeting  of  the 
commissioners,  and,  on  that  account,  did  not  attend.*  "If 
the  report  be  set  aside  for  the  misconduct  of  the  commis- 
sioners, or  any  of  them,  new  ones  may  be  appointed  in  their 
places.  If  for  a  mere  irregularity  or  unintentional  omission 
to  perform  some  duty,  such  as  to  give  notice  to  the  parties, 

^  In  the  Matter  of  the  Division  of  the  Real  Estate  of  J.  S.  Thompson,  2  Green  Ch. 
637;  Hay  v.  EsteU,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  135;  Story  v.  Johnson,  1  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  533;  Jewett  v. 
Scott,  19  Tex.  568;  Geer  v.  Winds'  Executors,  4  Desaus,  85;  Wilhelm  v.  Wilhelm,  4 
Md.  Ch.  331;  Morrill  v.  Morrill,  5  N.  H.  329;  Nicelar  v.  Barbrick,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  257; 
Kane  v.  Parker,  4  Wis.  123. 

^  Livingston  v.  Clarkson,  4  Edw,  Ch.  597;  Doubleday  v.  Newton,  9  How,  Pr.  71. 

3  Lister  v.  Lister,  3  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  544. 

••  Doubleday  v.  Newton,  9  How.  Pr.  72. 
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or  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  statute,  the  same  commis- 
sioners will  be  retained,  and  proceed  a  second  time  to  exe- 
cute the  order  for  partition.  If  there  is  any  formal  inaccur- 
acy in  the  report  of  the  commissioners,  it  maybe  amended."' 
The  partition  must  be  made  by  commissioners.  If  the  Court 
sets  aside  the  report  of  the  commissioners,  it  cannot  proceed 
to  make  a  partition,  but  must  refer  the  partition  back  to  the 
same  commissioners,  or  appoint  others  in  their  stead.  In 
one  instance,  a  partition  made  by  the  Court  without  the  as- 
sistance of  commissioners  was  declared  void,  when  collate- 
rally drawn  in  question.^ 

§  527.  The  Final  Judgment  or  Decree. — If  no  motion 
is  made  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  commissioners,  or  if 
such  motion  is  made  and  denied,  the  next  step  is  to  have  the 
final  judgment  or  decree  entered.'    Under  a  vast  majority  of 

'  2  Van  Santvoord's  Eq.  Pr.  47. 

•J  George  v.  Murphy,  McBride's  Mo.  Decis.  779;  S.  C.  1  Mo.  558. 
^  A  decree,  where  no  conveyance  is  necessaiy,  may  he  as  follows: 
[Title  of  Court  and  Cause.] 

The  report  of  A,  B,  and  C,  commissioners  heretofore  appointed  by  this  Court,  hav- 
ing been  filed  herein  on  the day  of ,  whereby  it  appears  that  they  have 

made  partition  of  tlie  premises  described  in  the  plaintiffs  complaint,  according  to. 
the  resijective  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties  to  this  action,  as  the  same  have  been 
ascertained  and  declared  by  this  Court,  by  which  partition  the  said  commissioners 
have  divided  the  whole  of  said  premises,  as  follows:  They  have  set  off  in  severalty  to 
D  one  allotment,  bounded  and  described  as  follows  [description];  and  to  E  ouo  allot- 
ment [proceed  to  state  each  allotment.] 

Now  therefore,  on  motion  of  F,  attorney  for  plaintiff,  it  is  hereby  oi'dered  and  ad- 
judged that  the  said  report  stand,  in  all  respects,  ratified  and  confirmed;  and  that  the 
partition  so  made  be  firm  and  efl'ectnal  forever. 

It  is  further  adjudged  that  the  said  E  pay  to  the  plaintiff dollars,  being 

part  of  hi.i  (lists  and  disbursements  in  this  action,  and  that  execution  issue  therefor. 
As  the  suit  for  partition  may  involve  other  claims  arising  out  of  tlie  cotenancy,  it 
follows  that  the  final  decree  in  partition  may  contain  other  provisions  than  those 
necessary  to  cfiect  a  mere  division  of  the  property.  The  decree  may  direct  sums  to 
be  paid  for  owelty  of  partition,  or  for  a  balance  found  due  upon  an  accounUng,  or  for 
improvements  made  in  good  faith.  It  may  direct  conveyances  of  the  legal  title  to  bo 
made,  and,  in  short,  may  contain  any  provision  or  direction  which  the  Court  finds 
necessary  to  accomplish,  between  the  parties,  an  equitable  adjustment  of  all  their 
rights  arising  out  of  their  i-elation  to  tlio  common  property.  Costs,  wliicli  are  now 
almost  uniformly  recovered  in  judgments  and  decrees  of  partition,  wero  denied  to 
the  complainant  under  the  common  and  statute  law  of  England.— Alluatt  on  Parti- 
tion, 75.  When  the  question  of  costs  arose  in  Chancery,  tlio  Lord  Chancellor  de- 
clared "  that  as  the  party  came  into  equity,  instead  of  going  to  law,  for  his  own  con- 
venience, the  rule  of  law  should  bo  adopted;  and  therefore  no  costs  should  be  given 
untU  the  commission;  that  tho  costs  of  issuing,  executing,  and  confirming  the  com- 
miBBion  should  bo  borne  by  the  parties  in  proportion  to  tlie  value  of  tlieir  respective. 
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the  statutes  of  partition  in  force  in  the  United  States,  an 
actual  partition  is  fully  consummated  by  the  entry  of  this 
judgment  or  decree;  and  no  necessity  exists  for  conveyances 
to  be  subsequently  executed  by  the  parties.^  The  title,  which 
by  force  of  the  final  judgment  or  decree  is  vested  in  severalty 
in  the  various  persons  to  whom  the  respective  allotments  were 
made,  is  said  to  relate  back  to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
commissioner's  report.  "Where  a  decree  or  judgment  of  a 
Court  is  rendered,  declaring  rights  of  property  in  tenants  in 
common  of  things  capable  of  division,  and  a  partition  is  or- 
dered, made,  and  reported,  an  inchoate  right  of  property  is 
raised,  which  the  subsequent  judgment  of  confirmation  per- 
fects. In  such  case,  the  title  has  relation  back  to  the  divi- 
sion, and  starts  from  that  time;  in  like  manner  as  the  right 
of  property  in  an  administrator  is  held  to  relate  back  to  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  for  the  more  complete  protection  of 
estates."" 

interests;  and  there  should  be  no  costs  of  the  subsequent  proceedings." — Agari). 
Fairfax,  17  Ves.  558.  In  New  York,  the  Chanceller  ordered  all  tlie  costs,  both  of 
complainants  and  defendants,  to  be  taxed,  and  the  aggregate  amount  to  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  parties  according  to  their  respective  interests. — Tibbits  i\  Tibbits, 
7  Pai.  204.  This  is  now  the  general  rule,  (Coles  v.  Coles,  2  Beas.  Ch.  366,)  except 
where  one  of  the  parties  has  incurred  unnecessary  costs,  in  which  case  the  party  in 
fault  must  pay  the  amount  of  costs  which  his  fault  has  occasioned. — Hamersly  v. 
Hamersly,  7  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  127.  In  some  of  the  States,  the  com^Dlainant  k  allowed 
a  reasonable  fee  for  his  counsel  (Lowe  v.  Phillips,  21  Ohio  St.  657);  but  the  rule  is 
generally  the  other  way. — Coles  i\  Coles,  2  Beas.  Ch.  366;  Williamson  v.  Williamson, 
1  Met.  Ky.  304. 

'  Young  V.  Frost,  1  Md.  403;  Street  i'.  McConnell,  16  111.  126;  VanOrman  v.  Phellps, 
9  Barb.  503;  Swett  v.  Swett,  49  N.  H.  264;  Griffith  v.  Phillips,  3  Grant's  Cas.  381; 
Wright  V.  Marsh,  2  G.  Greene,  110;  Young  v.  Cooper,  8  Johns.  Ch.  295.  Coatra— 
Smith  V.  Moore,  6  Dana,  417. 

'^  Dixon  V.  Warters,  8  Jones,  451. 
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EFFECT  OF  THE  PARTmON. 

Sustained  against  Collateral  Assaults,  $  528. 
Whether  it  binds  Title  or  Possession  only,  $  529. 
Is  Conclusive  on  all  the  Issues,  $  530. 
Where  Title  is  in  Issue,  it  is  Bound,  §  531. 
After-acquired  Title,  ^  532. 
Failure  of  Title  after  Partition,  ^  533. 
Vacating  and  CoiTecting  in  Equity,  §  534. 
Confirming  Invalid  and  Imperfect  Partitions^  ^  535. 

§  528.  Collateral  Attack  on  Judgment  in  Partition. — 
As  a  judgment  or  decree  of  partition,  in  the  United  States, 
operates  effectually,  independent  of  conveyances  between  the 
parties,  and  is  followed  by  no  further  assurance  of  title,  it 
becomes  important  to  determine  its  effect  both  as  an  instru- 
ment transferring  title  and  as  an  adjudication  of  the  material 
issues  made  or  tendered  in  the  suit  out  of  which  it  arose. 
But  before  considering  the  effect  of  any  judgment  or  decree, 
it  is  first  necessary  to  determine  whether  it  is  to  be  treated 
as  a  binding  adjudication,  or  whether,  from  some  vice  or  in- 
firmity, it  is  to  be  disregarded  altogether.  A  judgment  in 
partition  is,  according  to  a  very  decided  preponderance  of 
the  authorities,  shielded  from  collateral  assault  as  fully  as 
any  other  judgment.  It  cannot  be  avoided  for  error  or  ir- 
regularity, and  is  valid  unless  the  Court  had  not  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  or  of  the  party  against 
whom  the  partition  is  sought  to  be  enforced.  It  may  be 
avoided  for  fraud;  but  not,  as  we  apprehend,  under  circum- 
stances which  Avould  not  authoriije  the  avoidance  of  any  other 
judgment  tainted  by  like  fraud.  The  prosecution  of  juris- 
dictional inquiries  must,  as  a  general  rule,  bo  conducted  in 
the   same  manner,  when   the  judgment  is  in   partition,  as 

039 
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though  its  origin  were  in  some  other  form  of  action.  "Wliere 
the  record,  or  other  competent  evidence  before  the  Court, 
fails  to  show  whether  some  jurisdictional  step  was  taken,  it 
will  generally  be  presumed  that  the  Court  granting  the  par- 
tition did  not  proceed  without  taking  every  essential  step.' 
But  what  we  have  here  represented  to  be  the  result  of  the 
majority  of  the  authorities  does  not  meet  with  universal  con- 
currence. In  Kentucky,  the  record  of  a  proceeding  in  par- 
tition will  be  disregarded  unless  it  shows  affirmatively  that 
the  various  steps  required  by  law  have  all  been  taken.^ 
Hence,  a  judgment  in  partition  was  there  treated  as  void 
because  the  record  did  not  show  whether  the  commissioners 
were  sworn.'  In  Massachusetts,  the  proceedings  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court  in  making  partition  are  strictly  construed.  If 
this  Court  makes  an  order  which  the  law  did  not  authorize  it 
to  make,  the  error  need  not  be  corrected  by  appeal.  The 
order  may  be  disregarded  as  fully  as  if  never  made.*  In 
Maine,  a  record  in  partition,  when  offered  in  evidence,  was 
excluded  because  it  did  not  show  whether  the  defendant  had 
been  notified  of  the  suit,  although  it  appeared  that  he  at- 
tended the  meeting  of  the  commissioners.^  In  New  York, 
where  the  Court  confessedly  had  jurisdiction  of  the  suit  in 
partition  and  of  the  parties  thereto,  the  judgment  was  held 
invalid  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  ground  that  the  record 
showed  affirmatively  that  one  of  the  commissioners  did  not 
act;^  and  in  an  earlier  case  in  the  same  State,  a  partition  was 

'  For  cases  containing  judgments  and  decrees  of  partition  against  collateral  attacks, 
see  Snevely  v.  Wagner,  8  Penn.  St.  396;  Wright  v.  Marsh,  2  G.  Greene,  110;  Cole  v. 
Hall,  2  Hill,  627;  Merkleiu  v.  Trapnell,  34  Pa.  St.  47;  Herr  v.  Herr,  5  Pa.  St.  430; 
Painter  v.  Henderson,  7  Pa.  St.  51;  Lockhart  v.  John,  7  Pa.  St.  139;  Lair  v.  Hun- 
sicker,  28  Pa.  St.  125;  Girard  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  F.  &  M.  Bank,  57  Pa.  St,  392;  Fowler 
V.  Succession  of  Gordon,  24  La.  An.  270;  Lessee  of  Foster  v.  Exi\  of  Dugan,  8  Ohio, 
106;  Wilson  v.  Bull,  10  Ohio,  256;  Castle  v.  Matthews,  Hill  &  D.  438;  Crogan  v.  Liv- 
ingston, 17  N.  Y.  220;  Austin  v.  Charlestown  Seminary,  8  Met.  202;  Foster  v.  Abhot, 
8  Met.  598;  Kichards  v.  Bote,  68  Penn.  St.  253;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  22  Gratt.  493;  Waltz 
V.  Borroway,  25  Ind.  380;  Johnson  v.  Kirkhoflf,  35  Mo.  291;  Latrielle  v.  Dorleque,  35 
Mo.  233;  Bohart  v.  Atkinson,  14  Ohio,  428;  Herbert  v.  Smith,  6  Lans.  493. 

'^  Craig  V.  Barker,  4  Dana,  601;  Guy  ton  «.  Shane,  7  Dana,  498. 

=>  Smith  V.  Moore's  Heirs,  6  Dana,  417. 

*  Jenk  V.  Howland,  3  Gray,  537;  Newell  v.  Sadler,  16  Mass.  122;  Thayer  «.  Thayer. 
7  Pick.  209. 

*  Dean  v.  Hooper,  31  Me.  109.    See  also  Harris  v.  Preston,  5  Eng.  206_ 
«  Schnyler  v.  Marsh,  37  Barb.  356. 
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declared  to  be  void  because  the  parties  were  not  tenants  in 
common  of  all  the  lands  divided.^ 

§  529.  Whether  Title  is  Bound,  or  Possession  only. — 
' '  The  high  regard  of  the  people  among  whom  the  common 
law  grew  into  being,  for  real  property,  evinced  itself  in  a 
vast  variety  of  ways  in  the  different  branches  of  that  law; 
and  in  none  of  those  branches  did  it  make  itself  more  evi- 
dent than  in  the  branch  relating  to  the  effect  of  former  ad- 
judications. The  pursuit  of  any  of  the  forms  of  personal 
action  to  a  judgment  on  the  merits,  completely  barred  all 
other  actions,  based  on  the  same  right,  in  every  other  form. 
But  that  the  law  gave  '  consecutive  remedies  for  injuries  to 
real  estate  is  recognized  in  all  the  books  that  treat  on  real 
action.'"^  In  Ferrer's  Case,  6  Coke  7,  "it  was  decided  that 
there  was  a  difference  between  real  and  personal  actions; 
that  in  personal  actions  the  bar  is  perpetual,  for  the  plaintiff 
cannot  have  an  action  of  a  higher  nature;  but  if  demandant 
be  barred  in  a  real  action  by  judgment,  he  may  have  an  ac- 
tion of  a  higher  nature  to  try  the  same  right  again.  "^  Par- 
tition was,  at  common  law,  classed  as  a  real  action.  The 
judgment  in  partition  therefore  had  no  higher  effect,  as  res 
judicata,  than  if  rendered  in  some  other  real  action  of  like 
dignity.  Partition  was  considered  as  a  mere  possessory  ac- 
tion, which  left  the  title  as  it  found  it.^  Speaking  of  a  judg- 
ment in  partition,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  said : 
"What  was  the  legal  effect  of  that  judgment?  It  did  not 
determine  title  between  tenants  in  common  who  held  by  de- 
scent from  a  common  parent.  It  decided  only  that  it  should 
be  parted  and  divided  among  them.  It  is  the  partition  that 
is  to  remain  firm  and  stable.  The  parties  acquire  no  new 
title:  there  is  nothing  but  dividing  the  old  one  among  them."^ 
Judge  Story  thus  described  the  effect  of  a  common  law  par- 
tition: "The  present  suit  is  a  writ  of  right,  and  no  judgment 
in  a  writ  or  petition  for  partition  will  constitute  any  bar  to 

Jafkson  v.  Meyers,  14  Jolms.  355. 

•^  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  293. 

-  Pierce  v.  Oliver,  13  Miuss.  212;  Nicely  n.  Boylcs,  4  Humph.  177;  Nash  ».  Cutler, 
16  Pick.  500;  Wliitlock  o.  Hale,  10  Humph.  C4;  Goundio  v.  Nurthumpton  Water  Co. 
7  Pa.  St.  238;  Kicliman  v.  Baldwin,  1  Zab.  398. 

*  McChire  r.  McCliire,  14  Penn.  St.  130;  Hai'lan  i'.  Laiigham,  09  I'eiiii.  St.  237. 

c.  «k  p.— 41 
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the  maintenance  of  a  writ  of  right  between  the  same  parties. 
A  writ  of  partition,  or  a  petition  for  partition,  which  is  but 
a  substitute  for  the  former,  is  a  mere  possessory  action;  and, 
at  most,  a  judgment  in  a  possessory  action  can  bar  only  an 
action  of  as  high  a  nature,  that  is  a  possessory  action;  for 
the  judgment  only  establishes  the  right  of  possession.  But 
a  writ  of  right  is  in  no  sense  a  possessory  action.  It  is 
founded  on  the  mere  right,  and  not  upon  the  possession;  and 
the  general  issue  or  mise  is  but  a  trial  of  the  mere  right. 
The  plea  of  the  demandant  of  a  sole  seizin,  to  the  petition  of 
partition,  even  if  it  were  found  against  him,  would  only  dis- 
prove his  sole  seizin  at  the  time  when  the  petition  was  filed. 
It  would  not  prove  that  he  was  not  so  seized  at  any  time 
prior  within  the  last  twenty  years,  which  is  the  statute  limit- 
ation of  writs  of  right.  It  could  not  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  to 
a  writ  of  right,  or  as  an  estoppel  thereof;  since  it  did  not, 
and  could  not,  try  the  same  question,  who  had  the  better 
mere  right.  The  most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  it  is  admis- 
sible as  evidence  between  the  same  parties.  But  of  what  is 
it  evidence?  Certainly  only  of  the  very  fact  of  sole  seizin 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings;  and  that  can  properly  apply 
only  to  sole  seizin  at  the  time  when  the  partition  was  filed."' 
' '  When  partition  is  made  pursuant  to  the  writ  de  partitione 
facienda,  and  the  shares  are  allotted  in  severalty  by  the 
sheriff,  and  final  judgment  is  given  that  the  partition  be 
holden  firm  and  effectual  forever,  nothing  further  is  neces- 
sary; for  the  partition  is  completely  effectual,  whether  the 
parties  were  seized  as  coparceners,  joint-tenants,  or  tenants 
in  common.  The  judgment  of  law  operates  to  vest  in  each 
party  a  sole  seizin  in  his  allotment;  but  nothing  further  is 
wrought  than  to  affirm  or  ascertain  the  possession."^     . 

I  530.  Conclusive  on  all  the  Issues. — But  if  a  judgment 
in  partition  is  not  conclusive  upon  the  title  of  the  parties, 
this  is  only  because  the  title  was  not,  according  to  the  law  of 
the  State  where  the  partition  was  made,  within  the  issues 
made  or  tendered  in  the  action.     The  rule  that  a  judgment 

'  Mallet  V.  Foxcroft,  1  Story  C.  C.  475. 

-  Alluatt  ou  Partition,  123  aud  68,  citing  Haward  v.  Duke  of  Sussex,  Dy.  70  h,  Fitz 
Abr.  142;  Cave  v.  Holford,  3  Yes.  G56. 
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is  conclusive  upon  all  the  issues  determined  by  it,  is  not  less 
applicable  to  judgments  in  partition  than  to  judgments  in 
any  other  form  or  kind  of  action.'  One  of  the  issues  winch 
such  a  judgment  ordinarily  determines  is,  that  the  parties 
were  in  possession  of  the  property,  holding  it  as  cotenants. 
Hence,  a  party  to  a  partition  suit  is  estopped  from  showing 
that  at  the  time  of  the  partition  he  was  holding  any  part  of 
the  premises  in  severalty  adversely  to  his  cotenants,^  or  that 
the  petitioner  had  no  interest  in  the  property.^ 

§  531.     Where  Title  is  in  Issue,  it  is  Bound. — In  the 

greater  portion  of  the  United  States,  actions  for  partition, 
like  actions  in  ejectment,  have  ceased  to  be  mere  possessory 
actions,  and  have  come  to  involve  the  right  as  well  as  the 
possession.  Wherever  this  is  the  case,  a  judgment  or  decree 
in  partition  is  conclusive  of  every  right  to  which  any  of  the 
parties  was  entitled  to  at  the  institution  of  the  suit.  "The 
parties  to  the  record  are  concluded  from  averring  that  any 
other  right  vested  in  them  or  any  of  them  at  the  time  of  the 
proceeding  than  the  record  imports."*  In  New  Hampshire, 
the  Superior  Court  of  Judicature,  after  considering  the  effect 
of  a  judgment  in  partition,  concluded  as  follows:  "There  is 
nothing,  then,  on  which  to  found  a  distinction  in  this  respect 
between  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  a  petition  for  partition 
and  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  a  writ  of  entry.  The  former 
is  of  as  high  a  nature  as  the  latter.  If  the  one  may  lie  after 
the  other,  it  cannot  be  to  try  the  same  question  of  title  which 
has  been  put  in  issue  and  tried  in  the  first.  This  cannot  be 
done  even  in  a  writ  of  right.  '  It  is  not  the  recovery,  but 
the  matter  alleged  by  the  party,  and  upon  which  the  recovery 
proceeds,  which  creates  the  estoppel.'  The  conclusion  is  in- 
evitable that  as  by  the  statute  the  right  of  the  party  to  a 
share — which  is,  in  other  words,  his  title  to  a  share — may  be 
tried  in  a  petition  for  partition,  and  a  judgment  rendered, 
that  judgment  is  as  valid  and  conclusive  as  to  the  matter  put 

'  Flagg  V  Thurston,  11  Pick.  431;  Ihmsen  v.  Ormsby,  32  Pa.  St.  200;  Foxcroft  v. 
Barnes,  29  Mo.  129;  Rabb  v.  Aiken,  2  McCord's  Cli.  125;  Dixon  v.  Warder,  8  Jones, 
450;  llerr  u.  Herr,  5  Pa.  St.  428;  Burgliardt  v.  Van  Deusen,  4  Allen,  375. 

•■'  Edson  V.  Munsell,  12  Allen,  (iOO;  Colo  v.  Hall,  2  Hill,  027. 

■'  liurgbardt  «.  Van  Deusen,  4  Allen,  370. 

■*  Reese  v.  Holmes,  5  Rich.  Eq.  540;  Muse  v.  Edgortou,  Dud.  Eq.  179. 
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in  issue  and  tried  as  a  judgment  in  any  other  proceeding."^ 
The  following  statement  of  the  law  of  partition  in  Missouri 
is  equally  applicable  in  many  other  States.  The  suit  was  in 
ejectment.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  party 
to  a  suit  in  partition;  but  he  claimed  that  the  partition 
affected  another  and  different  title  from  that  which  he  now 
sought  to  assert  by  ejectment.  "The  judgment  of  partition 
establishes  the  title  to  the  land  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
partition,  and,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  upon  an  adverse  pos- 
session, or  an  adverse  title  existing  at  the  date  of  the  parti- 
tion, it  is  final  and  conclusive  at  law  upon  all  parties  to  the 
record,  and  on  all  persons  holding  under  them  afterwards.^ 
The  statute  requires  that  the  petition  shall  set  forth  the 
rights  and  titles  of  all  parties  interested  in  the  premises 
sought  to  be  divided,  and  of  all  persons  having,  upon  any 
contingency,  a  beneficial  interest  therein,  present  or  expect- 
ant. It  requires  the  Court  to  ascertain  by  evidence,  by  con- 
fession, or  by  verdict,  and  to  declare  the  rights,  titles,  and 
interests  of  the  petitioners  and  defendants;  and  the  final 
judgment,  that  tlie  partition  be  firm  and  effectual  forever,  is 
made  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties  to  the  proceed- 
ings, and  their  representatives,  and  on  all  those  claiming 
under  them  by  right  derived  after  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  It  provides  further  that  if  it  shall  appear  that  there 
are  parties  claiming  the  same  portion  adversely  to  each 
other,  the  Court  may  decide  upon  such  adverse  claims,  or, 
in  its  discretion,  direct  such  share  to  be  allotted,  subject  to 
such  claims;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  any  party  de- 
fendant wholly  denied  the  tenancy  in  common,  and  claimed 
the  land  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  he  could  so  answer,  and  if 
that  issue  were  found  for  him,  it  would  entirely  defeat  the 
partition  as  against  him.  When  the  title  or  possession  is 
held  adversely,  that  matter  must  first  be  settled  either  in  the 
partition  suit,  when  it  can  be  done  under  the  statute,  or  by 
an  action  of  ejectment,  before  a  partition  can  be  had,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity.  It  is  only  w^hen  lands  are  held  in  joint- 
tenancy,  tenancy  in  common,  or  coparcenary,  that  a  partition 
will  lie  under  the  statute  or  at  common  law;  and  unless  such 

'  Whittemore  v,  Shaw,  8  N.  H.  397.  -  Clapp  v.  Bromagham,  9  Cow.  569. 
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holding  be  averred  and  established,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
partition.  The  plaintiff  might  have  asserted  his  adverse 
title  in  the  partition  suit,  or  pleaded  it  in  bar,  and  if  de- 
cided against  him,  he  had  his  remedy  by  appeal  or  writ  of 
error.  The  judgment  must  be  taken  as  conclusive  here  that 
no  such  defence  was  made,  or  that,  if  made,  it  was  decided 
against  him.  Not  having  asserted  his  claims  there,  they  were 
Avholly  barred  at  law."^  In  Illinois,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
widow  who  had  been  a  party  defendant  in  a  suit  for  partition 
could  not  thereafter  assert  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  prem- 
ises as  a  homestead.^  But  in  the  same  State  partition  is  re- 
garded as  a  proceeding  at  law,  and  therefore  as  not  conclusive 
upon  equitable  titles  held  by  any  of  the  parties.' 

g  532.  After-acquired  Title. — The  estoppel  arising  from 
judgments  is  usually,  if  not  universally,  confined  to  rights 
held  by  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  which  they  could,  if  so 
disposed,  have  asserted  therein.  Hence,  a  judgment  in  eject- 
ment is  never  a  bar  to  the  assertion  of  a  title  acquired  by  the 
losing  party  subsequently  to  the  rendition  of  such  judgment. 
The  same  rule  has  been  adjudged  to  be  equally  applicable  to 
judgments  in  partition.  Hence,  a  party  to  a  partition  who 
subsequently  acquired  a  new  and  independent  title — one  that 
was  in  no  way  represented  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  par- 
tition— was  permitted  to  successfully  assert  such  title  when 
it  proved  to  be  paramount  to  the  one  involved  in  the  parti- 
tion suit.*  But,  in  one  instance,  it  was  held  that  one  of  sev- 
eral heirs  was  bound  by  a  decree  of  partition,  not  only  as  to 
rights  held  by  him  at  the  date  of  the  partition,  but  also  as 

'  Fordcr  v.  Davis,  38  Mo.  115.  See  also  Mills  v.  Witherington,  2  Dov.  &  Bat.  433; 
Morenhout  v.  Higuora,  32  Cal.  295;  Short  v.  Prottyman,  1  Hous.  Del.  331;  Doolittlo 
V.  Don  Maus,  34  III.  457. 

■'  Wright  V.  Dunning,  46  111.  272. 

^  Greenup  v.  Sewell,  18  Dl.  53.  Sec  also  Williams  v.  Van  Tuyl,  2  Ohio  St.  33(5. 
For  effect  of  judgment  in  partition  as  prescribed  by  statutes:  Hev.  Code  Ala.,  sec. 
.3113;  Gould's  Ark.  Dig.,  814,  sec.  21;  C.  C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sees.  7GG-7;  Gonl.  St.  Conn., 
398,  Bees.  38-41;  Code  Geo.,  sees.  4002-7;  Gross'  111.  St.,  471,  sees.  11-13;  Code  Iowa, 
sees.  3298-3306;  Rev.  St.  Mo.,  G9G,  sees.  22-28;  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  sees.  6296-6307; 
Genl.  St.  Mass.,  701,  sees.  .32-3:  Bissell's  St.  of  Minn.,  839,  sees.  8,  9;  Rov.  Code  Miss., 
sec.  1828;  Genl.  St.  of  Mis.,  613,  sec.  25;  Comp.  Laws  Nov.,  sees.  1341-2;  Doady'a 
Laws  Oregon,  257,  sees.  428-9;  Tliompson  A  Stcger's  St.  Tonn.,8ecs.  3291-2;  Code  of 
Va.,  921,  sec.  3;  Code  West.  Va.,  486.  sec  3;  Taylor's  St.  Wis.,  1684,  sees.  31-2. 

■*  Tapley  v.  McPike,  50  Mo.  592;  Woodbridge  v.  Banning,  14  Ohio  St.  330. 
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to  rights  subsequently  acquired  from  other  heirs  who  were 
not  parties  to  the  partition.'  And  the  preponderance  of  the 
authorities  is  probably  in  favor  of  the  theory  that  as  each  co- 
tenant  who  has  been  evicted  after  a  compulsory  partition 
may  call  uj)on  his  cotenants  to  contribute  their  proportions 
of  his  loss,  each  of  them  is,  by  his  obligation  of  warranty, 
estopped  from  asserting  any  independent  adverse  title  to  the 
purparties  assigned  to  the  others.'^ 

^  533.  Failure  of  Title  after  Partition. — A  parcener 
had,  by  the  common  law,  when  evicted  by  title  paramount, 
the  right  to  reenter  and  defeat  the  partition,  or  to  obtain  a 
recompense  for  the  part  which  she  had  lost.''  The  statute  of 
31  Henry  VIII.,  extending  the  right  of  partition  to  joint- 
tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  provided  "  that  every  of  the 
said  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  and  their  heirs, 
after  such  partition  made,  shall  and  may  have  aid  of  the 
other,  or  of  their  heirs,  to  the  intent  to  deraign  the  warranty 
paramount,  and  to  recover  for  the  rate  as  is  used  between 
coparceners  after  partition  made  by  the  order  of  the  common 
law."  This  statute  gave  to  joint-tenants  and  to  tenants  in 
common,  as  will  be  manifest  from  its  inspection,  the  right  of 
warranty  and  recompense  only.  They  were  not  authorized 
to  reenter  and  wholly  defeat  the  partition.*  The  right  of  a 
cotenant  who  has,  by  title  paramount  to  that  jaartitioned, 
been  evicted  from  the  purparty  allotted  to  him,  to  enforce 
contribution  in  equity  for  his  loss  has  been  frequently  recog- 
nized and  enforced  in  the  United  States;^  and  there  has  been 
at  least  one  case  in  which  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the 
theory  that  the  party  evicted  might  reenter  and  entirely 
avoid  the  partition.^  In  North  Carolina,  tenants  in  common 
of    some  slaves  made   a   compulsory  partition  thereof.     It 


'  Doe  on  dem.  of  Short  v.  Prettyman,  1  Hous.  Del.  334.  Contra,  see  Richardson 
V.  Cambridge,  2  Allen,  122. 

'  Venable  v.  Beauchamp,  3  Dana,  325;  Walker  v.  Hall,  15  Ohio  St.  362;  Mills  v. 
Witherington,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  433. 

^  Co.  Litt.  174  a;  Kawle  on  Covenants  for  Title,  4th  ed.  473. 

*  Bawle  on  Covenants,  4tli  ed.  474;  Boss  v.  Armstrong,  25  Tex.  Supp.  372. 

i  Dugan  V.  HoUins,  4  Md.  Ch.  147;  Walker  v.  Hall,  15  Ohio  St.  362;  Sawyers  v. 
Gator,  8  Humph.  256,  287. 

«  Feather  v.  Strochoecker,  3  Pen.  &  W.  508. 
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afterwards  appeared  that  one  of  the  slaves  was,  at  the  date 
of  the  partition,  laboring  under  an  incurable  disease,  by 
reason  of  which  he  was  worthless;  and  that  this  fact  was 
equally  unknown  to  the  cotenants  and  to  the  commissioners 
who  made  the  partition.  The  cotenant  to  whom  the  diseased 
slave  was  allotted  filed  his  bill  after  the  death  of  the  slave, 
praying  that  the  others  be  decreed  to  pay  a  pro  rata  of  the 
loss  sustained  thereby.  The  Court,  in  announcing  its  opinion 
granting  the  relief,  said :  "  In  partition  of  chattels,  which  is 
an  equitable  proceeding,  a  warranty  is  implied,  not  only  of 
title,  but  of  soundness;  and  the  common  law  maxim  '  caveat 
emptor'  has  no  application,  being  restricted  (as  the  word 
'  emptor'  imports)  to  sales  of  chattels.  In  the  conveyance  of 
a  fee-simple  estate  in  lands,  no  warranty  is  implied,  because 
there  is  no  tenure.  In  partition  of  land,  a  warranty  is  im- 
plied, because  of  the  privitu  of  estate.  In  sales  of  chattels, 
a  warranty  of  title  is  implied;  but  there  is  no  implied  war- 
ranty of  soundness,  the  maxim  of  the  common  law  being 
'  caveat  emptor, '  because  it  was  thought  some  '  play '  (as  me- 
chanics caU  it)  ought  to  be  allowed,  for  the  chafiering  and 
exercise  of  individual  judgment,  attendant  upon  the  traific 
in  such  articles  when  the  parties  are  at  arms'- length,  and 
each  is  supposed  to  trade  Avitli  his  eyes  open;  so  that  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  warranty  of  soundness,  tlie  purchaser 
of  a  chattel  has  no  remedy  except  on  the  ground  of  deceit. 
Upon  partition,  the  parties  are  in  eqiiali  jure:  there  is  sup- 
posed to  be  mutual  confidence  by  reason  of  the  privity  of 
estate;  and  the  object  is  to  make  an  equal  division,  of  a  com- 
mon fund.  There  is  no  chaffering  or  traflicking  about  it. 
Third  persons,  selected  by  themselves,  or  appointed  by  the 
Court,  make  the  division,  and  if  the  common  fund  is  not  so 
large  as  the  parties  suppose,  either  from  defect  of  title  or  of 
unsoundness  as  to  part,  the  loss  should  be  borne  equally :  in 
other  words,  in  partition  there  is  an  implied  warranty  both 
as  to  title  and  soundness." ' 

j^   534.     Correcting  and   Vacating   in   Equity. — A   final 
judgment  or  decree  in  partition  is  not  more  exempt  from  the 

'  Nixon  I'.  LJudHay,  2  Jokb  Kq.  233. 
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interference  and  controlling  power  of  courts  of  equity  than 
are  final  judgments  and  decrees  in  other  cases.  Hence,  such 
a  mistake  of  facts,  or  such  accident  as  would  authorize  a 
court  of  equity  in  enjoining  or  setting  aside  an  ordinary 
judgment,  will  authorize  it  to  set  aside  or  correct  a  judgment 
or  decree  of  partition.^  And  that  degree  of  carelessness  and 
inattention  which  would  justify  a  court  of  equity  in  denying 
relief  to  the  negligent  party,  in  ordinary  cases,  will  operate 
with  like  effect  when  the  proceedings  are  in  partition.^  A 
voluntary  partition,  carried  into  effect  by  the  aid  of  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  parties,  and  which,  by  a  mistake  in 
running  a  line,  is  not  made  in  accordance  Avith  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  is  not  a  finality.  It  may  be  corrected  in  equity. 
And  where  the  person  whom  the  mistake  injures  is  sued  in 
ejectment,  he  may  set  up  the  facts,  and  thereby  make  out  a 
good  equitable  defence.^  After  a  decree  of  partition  had 
been  entered  between  some  heirs,  a  mortgage  on  a  part  of 
the  dand,  executed  by  their  ancestor,  and  of  which  none  of 
them  had  any  knowledge,  was  foreclosed,  and  the  mortgaged 
portion  was  sold.  The  heirs  to  whom  the  mortgaged  portion 
had  been  assigned  then  petitioned  the  Court  to  set  aside  the 
decree  of  partition,  and  to  order  a  new  partition  of  the  re- 
maining lands.     The  petition  was  granted.'* 

^  535.  Confirmation  of  Invalid  and  Imperfect  Parti- 
tions.— A  partition  which,  in  itself,  is  invalid  as  against 
some  of  the  parties,  or  is  imperfect  because  not  sanctioned 
by  the  final  judgment  of  the  Court  wherein  it  was  made, 
ma}^,  no  doubt,  become  binding  by  reason  of  the  acquies- 
cence of  the  party  who  had  reason  to  complain  of  its  imper- 
fection or  invalidity.  Hence,  a  cotenant  who,  though  not  a 
party  to  the  partition,  accepts  the  portion  allotted  to  him, 
and  holds  and  conveys  the  same  in  severalty,  will  not  be  sub- 
sequently permitted  to  avoid  the  partition.''     Where  a  decree 

i  Eoss  i!.  Armstrong,  25  Tex.  Supp.  372;  Boydi).  Doty,  8  lud.  373;  George's  Appeal, 
12Penn.  St.  260;  Douglass  i-.  Ville,  3  Sanf.  Ch.  439. 
2  Wiim  V.  Dickson,  15  La.  An.  273. 
»  Guedici  v.  Boots,  42  Cal.  452. 
*  Manning  v.  Horr,  18  Iowa,  117. 
s  Mellican  v.  Mellican,  24  Tex.  439;  Jackson  v.  Piichtmyer.  13  Johns.  376. 
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of  partitiou  was  uot  binding  because  it  awarded  the  lands  to 
one  of  the  parties  without  requiring  him  to  give  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  price  at  which  it  was  awarded,  it  was 
held  to  have  subsequently  become  binding  on  them  by  reason 
of  various  acts  of  ratification.'  When  the  commissioners 
treated  a  portion  of  the  property  as  part  of  a  public  street 
and  made  partition  of  the  remainder,  it  was  held  that  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  partition  by  the  parties  estopped  them  from 
denying  that  the  portion  not  divided  was  part  of  a  street.' 
Several  cases  have  been  determined  in  which  the  commis- 
sioners made  the  allotments  and  reported  the  same  to  the 
Court.  The  parties  accepted  the  allotments,  and  thereafter 
held  their  respective  purparties  in  severalty;  but  no  final 
judgment  was  entered  confirming  the  partitiou  and  making 
it  fii'm  and  stable  forever.  In  such  cases,  the  parties  so 
taking  possession  have  generally  been  held  to  be  estopped 
from  objecting  to  the  want  of  a  final  judgment,  and  the 
Courts  have  refused  to  award  a  new  partition.^  But  this  mle 
has  not  been  universally  observed.  In  Maine,  an  heir  who 
had  acquiesced  in  a  partition  for  eight  years  was  held  not  to 
be  estopped  from  claiming  his  undivided  share  of  the  estate, 
the  only  objection  to  the  partition  being  that  it  had  uot  been 
returned  to  nor  accepted  by  the  Court. ^ 

^  White  V.  Clapp,  8  Met.  370;  McQueen  v.  Fletcher,  4  Rich.  Eq.  152. 
'^  McGregor  v.  Reynolds,  19  Iowa,  228. 

»  Piatt  V.  Hubbel,  5  Ohio,  243;  Welchol  v.  Thompson,  39  Geo,  561;  Craig  o.  Craig, 
Bai.  Eq.  103. 
'  Cogswell  V.  Reed,  12  Me.  198. 
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§  536.  History  of  Sale  in  Partition. — We  have  so  far 
treated  the  subject  of  partition  upon  the  theory  that  the 
property  was  susceptible  of  division.  We  shall  now  con- 
sider the  subject  upon  the  theory  that  the  property  is  not  to 
be  divided,  but  is  to  be  sold,  and  its  proceeds  distributed 
among  the  respective  parties,  in  proportion  to  their  various 
interests.  By  the  common  law,  and  also  by  the  earlier  Eng- 
lish statutes  in  reference  to  partition,  no  authority  was  con- 
ferred upon  the  Courts  to  compel  a  sale  of  the  property.' 
The  only  remedy  of  the  cotenants  was  to  compel  an  actual 
partition  irrespective  of  the  loss  and  inconvenience  it  might 
occasion,  or  to  buy  or  sell  as  best  they  could  by  their  own 
volvmtary  agreements.  Both  in  England  and  in  America  the 
power  of  the  Courts  has  been  enlarged,  and  they  are  no 

'  Bipsham's  Principles  of  Equity,  sec.  493;  Deloney  v.  Walker,  9  Porter,  497;  Hax- 
kins  V.  Pope,  10  Ala.  499. 
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longer  compelled  to  order  a  partition  of  the  property  itself, 
when  such  a  course  is  clearly  ruinous  to  the  parties.  We 
find  the  present  English  law  upon  this  subject  thus  sum- 
marized in  the  Solicitors'  Journal  and  Reporter  for  July  26, 
1872 :•  ''Previously  to  the  Partition  Act,  1868,  (31  and  32 
Vict.,  c.  40,)  where  land  was  held  in  co-ownership,  a  major- 
ity, however  large,  of  the  co-owners  could  not  insist  upon  a 
sale.^  The  act  alters  this  rule,  and  provides,  by  section  •!, 
that  where  the  parties  representing  at  least  a  moiety  of  the 
estate  desire  a  sale,  the  Court  shall  direct  a  sale,  unless  it 
sees  good  reason  to  the  contrary.  On  the  other  hand,  by 
section  3,  where  persons  representing  less  than  a  moiety  de- 
sire a  sale,  the  Court  may  order  a  sale,  if,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  appears  more  beneficial  to  the  parties  inter- 
ested than  a  partition.  As  generally  happens  when  a  new 
rule  is  introduced  by  statute,  the  Judges  were  at  first  reluc- 
tant to  forego  the  old  practice;  and  in  Dicks  v.  Batten,  (not 
reported, )  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  held  that  a  sale  ought  not 
to  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  a  party  entitled  to  five- 
eighths  in  a  case  where  partition  could  be  made  without  dif- 
ficulty— a  decision  which  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  followed  in 
Pemberton  v.  Barnes.^  The  latter  decision  was,  however, 
overruled  by  Lord  Hatherley,^  and  it  may  now  be  considered 
as  settled  that  if  the  owners  of  a  moiety  or  more  desire  a 
sale,  the  owners  of  the  remainder  must,  even  where  the 
estate  is  large  and  a  partition  would  be  easy,  show  some 
special  grounds  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  a  sale.  The 
presumption  is  in  favor  of  sale.  In  Allen  v.  Allen,  decided 
by  Vice-Chancellor  Wicketis  recently,  an  attempt  seems  to 
have  been  made  to  force  a  sale  on  the  owners  of  four-sixths, 
mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  Chief-Clerk  had  certified  that 
a  sale  would  be  more  beneficial  to  all  parties  than  a  partition. 
The  majority  desired  a  partition  of  the  bulk  of  the  property, 
and  evidence  was  adduced  to  show  (1)  that  though  part  ol 
the  property  consisted  of  liousos,  a  partition  could  bo  made 

'  Vol.  17,  p.  742. 

■^  Turner  t).  Morgan,  8  Vck.  143;  Parker  v.  Gerard,  Amb.  230;  Warner  v.  Baynea, 
Amb.  589. 
3  19  W.  R.  709;  L.  R.  C  Cli.  087  n. 
*  See  19  W.  R.  988;  L.  R.  0  (,'h.  085. 
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■without  difficulty,  and  (2)  that  the  property  was  increasing 
in  vahie.  The  Vice-Chancellor  thought  that  the  balance  of 
the  argument  might  rather  be  in  favor  of  a  sale,  but  he  held 
in  accordance,  as  it  seems  to  us,  with  the  clear  intention  of 
section  3  of  the  act,  that  this  circumstance  was  not  sufficient 
to  justify  him  in  forcing  a  sale  of  the  entire  property  upon 
the  dissentient  majority,  and  therefore  made  an  order  re- 
ferring it  to  Chambers  to  make  a  partition  of  so  much  of  the 
property  as  was  capable  of  apportionment,  and  a  sale  of  so 
much  as  was  incapable  of  apportionment.  There  must  be 
many  cases  in  which  justice  will  be  best  done  by  an  order  of 
this  kind,  which  gives  due  effect  to  the  wishes  of  the  major- 
ity, but  does  not  permit  them  to  be  carried  to  the  unreason- 
able extent  tolerated  by  the  old  rule." 

g  537.  When  Ordered  in  the  United  States. — The  va- 
rious States  of  the  American  Union  had,  long  before  the 
passage  of  the  act  referred  to  in  the  preceding  section,  en- 
acted statutes  authorizing  the  sale  of  lands  held  in  cotenancy 
when  an  actual  partition  thereof  could  not  be  had  without 
serious  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  cotenants.  A  sale 
will  not  be  ordered  without  good  cause  being  shown.  It  is 
not  sufficient  that  some  or  even  a  majority  of  the  cotenants 
prefer  a  sale  to  a  partition.  The  applicants  for  a  sale  must 
show  the  existence  of  such  a  state  of  facts  as,  under  the  stat- 
ute, will  be  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  law  that 
each  of  the  parties  is  entitled  to  an  actual  partition.  The 
onus  is  always  on  him  who  seeks  a  sale.'  But  when  the  Court 
in  which  the  suit  for  partition  was  instituted  determines  to 
grant  or  deny  a  sale,  its  action  will  be  considered  as,  to  a 
great  extent,  discretionary,  and  will  not  be  reversed  except 
in  a  clear  case  of  error. ^  The  grounds  upon  which  a  sale 
will  be  ordered  in  preference  to  a  partition  are  substantially 
though  not  precisely  identical  in  the  different  States.  A  sale 
is  proper  in  Tennessee  ' '  when  it  is  manifestly  for  the  interest 
of   the  parties ;"  ^   in  Vermont,  when  a  partition  cannot  be 

'  Windley  v.  Barrow,  2  Jones  Eq.  66;  Davis  v.  Davis,  2  Ired.  Eq.  607. 
"^  Scott  t).  Guernsey,  48  N.  Y.  125. 

*  Eoss  V.  Eamsey,  3  Head,  15;  Helm  v.  Franklin,  5  Humph.  405;  Dayidson  v.  Bow- 
den,  5  Sneed.  129. 
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made  without  great  inconvenience;'  in  New  York  and  New 
Jersey,  when  partition  can  be  made  only  by  greatly  preju- 
dicing the  owners;^  in  North  Carolina,  when  a  sale  is  best 
for  the  interest  of  the  parties;^  in  Georgia,  when  the  entire 
land  will,  by  division,  be  depreciated  in  value;*  in  Mis- 
sissippi, when  a  sale  will  best  promote  the  interest  of  the 
parties;^  in  Maryland,  when  the  lauds  cannot  be  divided 
without  loss  or  injury  to  the  parties  interested;^  in  Virginia, 
when  "  the  interests  of  those  who  are  entitled  to  the  subject, 
or  its  proceeds,  will  be  promoted  by  a  sale  of  the  entire  sub- 
ject;"^ and  in  Kentucky,  "  when  a  division  of  the  land  would 
materially  impair  its  value. "^ 

§  538.  Not  Granted  -when  Pajrties  are  not  entitled  to 
Partition. — A  sale  cannot  be  granted  except  under  such  cir- 
cumstanceis  as  would  have  justified  an  actual  partition  pre- 
vious to  the  passage  of  the  statute  authorizing  a  sale.  Two 
distinct  parcels  of  land  cannot  be  joined  in  one  suit  for  par- 
tition unless  the  same  persons  are  cotenants  of  both  tracts. 
Hence,  the  Court  cannot  order  the  sale  of  two  distinct  par- 
cels of  land  in  one  suit,  unless  the  same  parties  are  cotenants 
of  both  tracts,  although  the  lands  are  adjacent,  and  are  so 
situate  that  they  would  together  sell  to  better  advantage  than 
if  sold  separately.^ 

g  539.  Sale  is  a  Matter  of  Right. — Actual  partition  was, 
by  the  common  law,  a  matter  of  absolute  right,  irrespective 

»  Baldwin  i-.  Aldrich,  34  Vt.  529. 

'■'  Fleets.  Borland,  11  How.  Pr.  490;  Bcntley  i'.  Long  Dock  Co.  1  McCai-tnor,  489. 

•*  Windley  v.  Barrow,  2  Jones  Eq.  66. 

■•  Royston  v.  Roybton,  1.3  Geo.  427. 

^  Wilson  V.  Duncan,  44  Miss.  642;  Pankey  v.  Howard,  47  Miss.  87. 

«  Thurston  i'.  Minke,  32  Md.  576. 

'  Wilson  V.  Smith,  22  Gratt.  502. 

"  Burgess  v.  Eastliam,  3  Bush,  470,  See  Rev.  Code,  Ala.,  sees.  3120-26;  Gould's  Dig. 
Ark.  813,  sec.  17;  lb.  814,  sec.  23  to  33;  C.  C.  P.  of  Gal.,  sec.  703;  Genl.  St.  Conn., 
399,  sees.  41-48;  Bush's  Dig.  Fla.,  619,  sees.  9-12;  Code  of  Geo.,  sec.  4003;  Gross'  St. 
of  111.,  470,  sec.  11;  Code  Iowa,  sec.  3290;  1  Geid.  Laws  of  Md.,  91,  sec.  99;  2  Comp. 
Laws  Mich.,  sees.  0267,  0287,  6298;  Bissell's  St.  of  Minn.,  889,  sec.  12;  Rev.  Code  Miss., 
hcc.  182S;  Genl.  St.  of  Mis.,  611,  sec.  1;  614,  sec.  27;  C.  P.  of  Neb.,  sec.  814-844; 
Comp.  Laws  Nev.,  sees.  1327-38;  Nixon's  N.  J.  Dig.,  4th  ed.,  009,  sec.  15;  3  Rev.  at. 
N.  Y.  003,  sees.  1,  29;  Deady's  Laws  of  Oregon,  256,  sec.  420;  Genl.  St.  R.  I.,  621, 
sec.  10;  Rev.  St.  8.  C.  530,  sees.  8,  9;  Thompson  &  Btegers  St.  Tenn.,  sec.  3293;  Tay- 
lor's St.  Wis.,  1682,  sees.  22-23;  Ih.  im\,  sec.  83. 

'■>  Paukcy  u.  Howaid,  47  Miss.  87. 
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of  the  fact  whether  the  partition  would  prove  beneficial  or 
ruinous.  Under  the  statutes  authorizing  the  Court  to  order 
a  sale  in  preference  to  a  partition,  such  sale  is  a  matter  of 
absolute  right  when  the  circumstances  designated  by  the 
statute  are  found  to  exist.  It  cannot  be  avoided  on  the 
ground  that  the  property  is  so  valuable  that  no  one  person 
can  buy  it,  nor  because  one  of  the  cotenants  is  unable  to 
purchase,  and  fears  his  interests  may,  on  that  account,  be 
sacrificed.' 

g  540.     The  constitutionality  of  statutes  authorizing 

Courts  to  direct  the  sale  of  the  property  of  cotenants  has 
never  been  very  seriously  questioned.  The  point  was,  how- 
ever, pressed  upon  the  attention  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Connecticut,  and  occasioned  the  following  remarks :  '  'A  par- 
tition of  joint  estates,  made  by  a  writ  of  partition,  at  com- 
mon law,  or  as  provided  by  statutes,  operates  to  divest  one 
tenant  of  his  interest  in  some  part  of  the  joint  or  common 
estate,  and  vest  it  solely  in  another.  The  tenants  are  seized 
per  my  or  'per  my  et  per  tout.  This  seizin  is,  by  partition,  de- 
stroyed, as  much  as  in  a  case  like  the  present.  It  is  said 
that  this  common  right  is  incapable  of  assessment  or  valua- 
tion; that  its  essential  value  is  beneath  the  ground,  and  be- 
yond the  inspection  and  judgment  of  men.  This  may  be 
true,  and  yet  it  presents  no  constitutional  objection  to  the 
law;  nor  indeed  any  greater  difficulty  than  if  the  same  rights 
were  to  be  appraised  upon  execution  against  one  or  all  the 
tenants. 

' '  The  instances  are  common  wherein  it  becomes  necessary 
to  cause  the  sale  of  real  estate,  without  the  concurrence  or 
consent  of  the  proprietor;  and  statutes  authorizing  this  are 
to  be  found  in  every  State,  as  in  the  cases  of  the  sale  of 
minor's  land,  and  the  lands  of  idiots,  lunatics,  and  persons 
under  conservators  and  guardianship.  No  constitutional  ob- 
jections to  any  snch  statute  have  ever  been  urged.  "^ 

g  541.  Appraisement  instead  of  Sale. — In  some  of  the 
States,  when  the  nature  and  condition  of  the  property  are 

'  Beutley  v.  Long  Dock  Co.  1  McCartuer,  489. 
'^  Richardson  v.  Monson,  23  Conn.  97. 
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such  that  the  statute  will  not  compel  an  actual  partition,  the 
commissioners  are  authorized  to  make  an  appraisement  in- 
stead of  a  partition.  This  appraisement  is  returned  to  the 
Court.  If  one  of  the  parties  is  willing  to  take  the  property 
and  pay  the  appraised  value,  he  is  permitted  to  do  so.  If 
none  of  the  parties  offers  to  take  the  property  at  the  commis- 
sioner's valuation,  or  if  two  or  more  of  them  offer  to  take  it 
in  opposition  to  one  another,  a  sale  is  ordered  to  bo  made. 
These  statutes  generally  require  that  the  sale  shall  not  be  for 
less  than  a  specified  portion  of  the  apDraisement.' 

^  542.  Sale  when  preferred  to  Partition. — A  sale  msLj 
be  advantageous  to  some  of  the  cotenants  and  prejudicial  to 
others.  The  question,  then,  to  be  determined  is:  Whose  in- 
terests are  to  be  consulted  and  promoted?  In  deciding  this 
question,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  object  of  the  stat- 
utes authorizing  a  sale  was  to  obviate  the  manifest  hardship 
and  even  destruction  which  arose  in  some  cases  in  making  a 
division  of  property.  Where  it  is  clear  that  no  special  loss 
or  inconvenience  will  arise  from  partition,  it  ought  to  be  or- 
dered in  preference  to  a  sale,  although  it  may  happen  that 
some  or  even  a  majority  of  the  cotenants  are  in  such  circum- 
stances that  they  prefer  the  latter  to  the  former.  In  New 
York,  in  a  suit  to  which  some  infants  were  parties,  the 
Master  ordered  a  sale.  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  reviewing 
this  order,  said:  "The  question  is  not,  as  supposed  by  the 
Master,  whether  it  Avould  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants  to 
have  their  shares  of  the  estate  converted  into  money  instead 
of  remaining  in  land  producing  a  less  income.  For  if  it  is 
to  their  interest  to  sell  their  shares  for  the  purpose  of  a 
b'etter  investment,  it  may  be  done  afterwards  under  the  gen- 
eral law  relative  to  the  sale  of  infants'  estates,  and  whon 
they  will  not  run  the  risk  of  having  their  interest  in  a  largo 
l)ropcrty  sacrificed  for  want  of  funds  to  compete  with  their 
adult  tenant  in  common  at  the  sale.  Tlie  true  question  to  bo 
decided  by  the  Master,   under  the  statute,   is  whether  the 

'  C.  P.  of  Kaus.,  HCCH.  G25-G;  Genl.  St.  N.  iL,  ICS,  sec.  25;  Swan's  St.  of  Ohio,  592, 
seCB.  8-11;  Swan  &  Sawyer'H  St.  Ohio,  505;  Bii(,'litl.v'H  Piirdon's  Diy.,  1115,  hlc.  18; 
Geul.  St.  Vt.,  355,  hoch.  14-15;  Code  Va.,  !»20,  wo.  :i;  Code  WcHt.  Vu.,  480,  8<jc.  3;  King 
V.  litod,  11  Gray,  490;  Dyur  v.  L(wcll.  30  Me.  217. 
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whole  property,  taken  together,  will  be  greatly  injured  or 
diminished  in  value  if  separated  into  parts,  in  the  hands  of 
different  persons,  according  to  their  several  rights  and  in- 
terests in  the  whole :  in  other  words,  whether  the  aggregate 
value  of  the  several  parts,  when  held  by  different  individuals 
in  severalty,  would  be  materially  less  than  the  whole  value  of 
the  property  if  owned  by  one  person."^  "The  words  great 
prejudice,  as  used  in  the  statutes,  will  not  justify  a  decree  of 
sale  where  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  benefits  to  the  parties 
from  a  sale,  instead  of  an  actual  partition,  will  be  small,  in 
reference  to  the  value  of  the  property  of  which  a  partition  or 
sale  is  sought."^  "The  prejudice  spoken  of  means  a  preju- 
dice to  all  the  owners,  and  not  to  a  part  only,"* 

g  543.     The  determination  of  the  question  "whether  a 

sale  or  a  partition  should  be  ordered  must  be  made  by  the 
Court.  In  some  of  the  States,  the  application  for  a  sale  is 
decided  by  the  Court  without  the  assistance  or  advice  of  the 
commissioners.*  The  more  usual  practice,  however,  unless 
in  a  case  where  it  is  clear  that  no  actual  division  ought  to  be 
attempted,  is  to  refer  the  partition  to  the  commissioners. 
They  then  examine  the  property,  and  if,  from  such  examina- 
tion, they  conclude  that  a  sale  is  preferable  to  a  partition, 
they  report  their  conclusion  to  the  Court,  accompanying  their 
report  with  a  statement  of  the  facts  and  reasons  on  which 
their  opinion  is  based.^  This  report  is  not  conclusive.  Any 
of  the  parties  may  show,  if  he  can,  that  the  decision  of  the 
commissioners  is  erroneous.^  In  one  instance  where,  in  a 
suit  for  the  division  of  certain  slaves,  the  Court  authorized 
the  commissioners  to  determine  the  necessity  of  the  sale,  the 
decree  was  reversed,  the  appellate  Court  saying:  "This  is 
delegating  to  the  commissioners  the  power  of  deciding  upon 
the  practicability  of  a  partition  and  of  directing  a  sale,  which 

'  Clason  V.  Clason,  6  Pai.  5i5. 

2  Smith  V.  Smith,  10  Pai.  475. 

3  Van  Arsdale  v.  Drake,  2  Barb.  601. 

*  At  an  early  day  in  New  York,  it  was  held  that  the  Court  could  decide  on  the  neces- 
sity of  a  sale,  on  the  report  of  the  Master  as  weU  as  on  that  of  commissioners.— 
Tliompson  v.  Hardmau,  6  Johns.  Ch.  436. 

0  Tucker  v.  Tucker,  19  Wend.  226;  Steedman  v.  Weeks,  2  Strob.  Eq.  148;  Lake  ». 
Jarrett,  12  Ind.  395. 

«  McCann  v.  Brown,  43  Geo.  386. 
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ought  to  be  done  by  judicial  authority,  after  the  commission- 
ers have  reported  the  facts  which  obstruct  partition  and  their 
opinion  thereon."'  The  order  to  sell  the  premises  should  not 
be  made  until  the  Court  has  entered  its  interlocutory  judg- 
ment determining  that  the  parties  are  entitled  to  partition, 
and  has  also,  after  making  the  proper  inquiries,  decided  that 
a  partition  cannot  be  made  without  prejudice  to  the  owners. 
An  order  of  sale,  when  the  record  fails  to  show  the  existence 
of  these  preliminary  steps,  cannot  support  a  sale  made  there- 
under, "when  exceptions  are  taken  and  interposed  to  its 
confirmation."^  It  may  so  happen  that  the  moieties  of  a 
portion  of  the  cotenants  can  be  assigned  to  them,  while  the 
moieties  of  the  other  cotenants  cannot  be  assigned  without 
working  a  great  prejudice.  In  such  case,  the  Court  should 
decree  an  actual  partition,  so  far  as  the  same  can  be  bene- 
ficially accomplished,  and  a  sale  of  the  moieties  of  which  an 
actual  partition  is  impracticable.^  In  making  the  sale,  the 
property  may  be  subdivided  and  sold  in  separate  parcels,  if 
that  manner  of  proceeding  be  deemed  best  for  the  interests 
of  the  parties.^ 

§  544.     Proceedings  after  Ordering  the  Sale. — When  the 

Court  determines  upon  a  sale  of  the  whole  or  of  some  part 
of  the  property,  it  usually  appoints  a  referee  or  commission- 
ers to  make  the  sale,  though  under  some  statutes  this  duty 
devolves  upon  the  sheriff  of  the  count3^  The  manner  of  con- 
ducting the  sale,  the  notice  to  be  given  thereof,  and  the 
powers  and  duties  of  the  referees  or  commissioners,  are  the 
subjects  of  diverse  statutory  regulations,  and  can  be  best 
ascertained  from  an  inspection  of  the  statutes  of  the  various 
States.  When  the  sale  is  made,  it  must  be  reported  to  the 
Court,  where  it  may  be  vacated  or  approved. 

^  545.  Vacating  Sale,  against  wish  of  Purchaser. — "A 
sale  made  by  the  Clerk  and  Master,  under  an  order  of  a  court 
of  equity,  is  in  no  case  complete  until  it  is  reported  to  and 
confirmed  by  the  Court.  Until  then,  the  so-called  purchaser 
is  only  a  bidder,  making  an  ofl'er  of  a  certain  price  for  tlio 

'  Irvin  V.  Divino,  7  Monr.  248.  ^  McLain  v.  Van  Wmklo,  Ki  111.  -JOG. 

•*  Haywood  v.  JudBon,  4  Barb.  228.  ^  Wainwright  v.  Rowland,  25  Mo.  53. 

C.  &  p.— 42 
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land,  and  showing  his  ability  to  pay  by  giving  bond  with 
good  and  sufficient  security.  If  the  Court  be  satisfied,  from 
the  Master's  report,  that  the  price  offered  is  a  good  and  fair 
one,  it  will  accept  the  bid,  by  confirming  the  report  and  de- 
claring the  bid  to  be  purchaser.  But  if,  on  the  contrary,  the 
Court  be  informed  by  the  Master's  report,  or  by  affidavits, 
that  the  sum  bid  for  the  land  is  not  its  full  value,  it  will  be 
its  duty  to  set  aside  the  report  and  order  a  resale  of  the  land. 
Of  this  the  so-called  purchaser  has  no  right  to  complain,  be- 
cause he  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  his  bid  was 
made  subject  to  the  condition  of  its  acceptance  or  rejection 
by  the  Court.  "^  In  the  case  in  which  the  foregoing  language 
was  used,  the  appellant  had  bid  in  two  parcels  of  land  sold 
under  a  decree  of  partition.  A  motion  was  made  to  set  aside 
the  sale  of  one  of  the  parcels  for  inadequacy  in  price,  and 
was  resisted  on  the  ground  that  he  had  paid  enough  for  that 
piece  and  had  bid  too  much  for  the  other  unless  the  two  par- 
cels could  be  kept  together.  But  the  Court  held  that  the 
sale  was  subject  to  the  Chancery  rule,  and  that  a  resale 
should  be  ordered,  an  offer  of  ten  per  cent,  advance  of  the 
appellant's  bid  having  been  made.  But  we  apprehend  that 
this  rule  of  the  English  Chancery  is  not  usually  applicable 
to  sales  in  partition  made  in  the  United  States,  and  that 
something  beyond  mare  inadequacy  of  price  must  be  shown 
to  prevent  the  confirmation  of  a  sale  made  by  commissioners 
in  partition.  Paige,  J.,  speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York,  in  the  case  of  Lefevre  v.  Laraway,"  said:  "The 
English  practice,  however,  has  not  been  adopted  in  this 
State.  Here,  neither  before  nor  after  the  confirmation  of 
the  report  of  the  sale,  will  a  resale  be  ordered,  upon  an  offer 
of  an  increase  of  price,  alone.  In  this  State,  special  circum- 
stances must  in  all  cases  exist,  where  the  sale  is  not  void,  to 
justify  an  order  for  a  resale.  A  resale  will  be  ordered  where 
there  has  been  fraud,  or  misconduct  in  the  purchase;  fraud- 
ulent negligence  or  misconduct  in  any  other  person  connected 
with  the  sale;  surprise  or  misapprehension,  created  by  the 
conduct  of  the  purchaser,  or  some  person  interested  in  the 

'  Bost  Ex  Parte,  3  Jones  Eq.  483. 

'•^  22  Barb.  173.    See  also  Comstock  v.  Purple,  49  111.  167, 
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sale,  or  of  the  officer  who  conducts  the  sale."  But  it  seems 
that  the  special  circumstances  under  which  the  sale  will  be 
set  aside,  against  the  wishes  of  the  purchaser,  need  not  con- 
nect him  with  any  fraudulent  device.  Where  a  sale  was  va- 
cated in  Missouri,  the  Supreme  Court  said:  "In  the  case 
under  consideration,  it  appears  that  rumors  were  iitloat  in  the 
country  that  the  sale  would  not  take  place  on  the  12th,  but 
on  the  loth,  of  the  month,  and  that  by  such  rumors  bidders 
were  prevented  from  attending  the  sale.  If  bidders  were 
kept  away  by  these  rumors,  it  is  of  no  consequence  how  they 
fTot  into  circulation,  whether  by  act  of  the  purchasers  or 
otherwise." ' 

^  546.  When  a  commissioner  or  other  person  author- 
ized by  the  Court  to  conduct  the  sale  is  either  the  purchaser 
himself  or  is  beneficially  interested  though  the  purchase  is 
nominally  made  by  some  other  person,  this  is  a  siifficient 
ground  for  vacating  the  sale.^  This  rule  applies  to  all  other 
persons  who  are  entrusted  with  some  duty,  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  which  is  not  consistent  with  their  making  profit 
out  of  the  sale.^  Hence,  where  one  of  the  parties  was  an 
infant  and  the  property  was  purchased  by  his  guardian  ad 
litem,  the  sale  was  vacated,  and  a  resale  ordered.^ 

g  547.  Releasing  the  Purchaser. — A  purchaser  at  a  par- 
tition sale  may  be  released  from  his  bid  in  certain  cases. 
These  cases,  however,  are  confined  to  instances  where  he  has 
become  a  purchaser  through  some  fraud  or  misrepresentation, 
or  the  proceedings  are  so  defective  that  he  cannot  by  his 
purchase  obtain  the  title  sought  to  be  affected  by  the  parti- 
tion. These  sales  import  no  warranty.  The  utmost  that  the 
purchaser  has  the  right  to  demand  is  the  title  of  the  parties 
to  the  partition.  He  will,  therefore,  unless  he  has  been 
made  the  victim  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  be  compelled 
to  comply  with  his  bid,  although  he  can  show  the  existence 

'  Goodo  V.  Crow,  51  Mo.  214. 
^  llowcry  V.  Helms,  20  Gratt.  1. 

»  Armatrong  v.  Hu8t<jn'rt  Iloira,  8  Ohio,  552;  Bohart  i'.  AtkiuHOU,  U  Ohio,  23G. 
*  Lofevro  v.  Laraway,  22  Burb.  175;  Oallataiu  v.  CuuuinKhaiu.  8  Cow.  378;  Jaclwou 
V.  Woolscy,  11  .Johiia.  WO. 
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of  title  paramount  to  that  embraced  in  the  parttiion.^  Where 
fraud  was  employed  in  inducing  the  bidding,  but  was  par- 
ticipated in  by  but  one  of  the  cotenants,  it  was  held  that 
the  purchaser  could  not  successfully  resist  an  action  for  the 
purchase  money.  In  this  case,  the  Court  reasoned  as  fol- 
lows: "There  is  nothing  in  the  answer  to  show  that  Daniel 
Payne,  who  made  the  false  representation  complained  of, 
was  in  anywise  the  agent  or  representative  of  his  cotenants 
in  or  about  the  sale  of  the  land;  nor  is  there  anything  in  the 
relation  of  coparceners  subsisting  between  him  and  his  co- 
heirs implying  an  authority  in  him  to  affect  their  interest  in 
the  common  property  by  any  contract  or  representation  of 
his.  If  he  was  alone  concerned  in  the  sale,  it  would  hardly 
be  questioned  that  the  appellants,  on  the  facts  alleged,  would 
be  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  the  obligation  of  the  contract; 
but  here  there  are  other  parties  interested  in  the  contract, 
and  in  its  performance  by  the  appellants,  who,  it  is  not  pre- 
tended, are  at  all  in  fault.  Shall  they  be  made  to  suffer  loss 
by  a  fraud,  in  the  perpetration  of  which  they  had  no  partici- 
pation? I  think  not.  I  would  not  say  the  appellant  is 
without  remedy  against  Daniel  Payne,  who  committed  the 
fraud;  but  that  his  remedy  is  not  the  one,  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  which  he  has  invoked.  "^  But  the  pur- 
chaser at  a  partition  sale  is  entitled  to  the  whole  title  parti- 
tioned. If,  from  any  irregularities  or  defects  in  the  suit  or 
in  the  proceedings,  the  purchaser  would  not,  by  completing 
his  bid  and  receiving  his  conveyance,  become  invested  with 
the  whole  title  with  which  the  Court  assumed  to  deal,  then 
he  will  be  released  from  his  bid.  Hence,  if  jurisdiction  has 
not  been  acquired  over  one  of  the  cotenants,  the  purchaser 
will  be  released.^  The  purchaser  may  also  be  released  when, 
without  any  fault  of  his,  the  completion  of  the  sale  has  been 

'  Cashion  v.  Paina,  47  Mo.  133;  Owsley  v.  Smith's  Heii-s,  U  Mo.  153;  Schwartz  v. 
Dryden,  25  Mo.  57i;  Evans  v.  Dendy,  2  Speer,  10;  Kogers  v.  Horn,  6  Rich.  362;  Seb- 
ring  V.  Mersereau,  9  Cow.  344.  But  in  South  Carolina,  the  purchaser  of  a  chattel  at 
a  partition  sale  may  avoid  the  full  payment  of  the  price  on  the  gi-ound  that  the  chat- 
tel was  unsound.— Commissioner  i>.  Smith,  9  Eich.  51G. 

-  Matlock  V.  Bigbee,  34  Mo.  356. 

3  Cook  V.  Farnam,  21  How.  Pr.  286;  S.  C.  34  Barb.  95;  S.  C.  12  Abb.  Pr.  359;  Goode 
V.  Crow,  51  Mo.  214;  Eogers  v.  McLean,  10  Abb.  Pr.  306;  Clark  v.  Clark,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
300. 
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SO  long  delayed  that  he  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  his  pur- 
chase substantially  as  if  the  sale  had  been  completed  with- 
out delay.'  If  errors  and  irregularities  occur  in  the  course 
of  the  proceedings,  but  are  not  of  a  character  such  as  to  ren- 
der the  sale  in  partition  void  in  whole  or  in  part,  they  have 
no  prejudicial  eftect  on  the  purchaser.  If  the  parties  against 
whose  interests  the  errors  and  irregularities  were  committed 
take  no  steps  to  set  aside  or  otherwise  avoid  the  sale,  the 
purchaser,  by  reason  of  their  acquiescence,  can  acquire  their 
title,  and  must  therefore  make  good  his  bid.^ 

§  548.  The  Conveyance  and  its  Effect. — If  neither  the 
purchaser  nor  any  of  the  cotenants  show  any  sufl&cient  reason 
for  setting  aside  the  sale,  the  report  of  the  commissioners  is 
approved,  and  they  are  directed  to  execute  a  conveyance. 
When  the  purchaser  makes  his  payment,  or  otherwise  com- 
plies with  the  terms  of  the  sale,  the  commissioners  execute 
and  deliver  this  conveyance,  and  the  grantee  therein  succeeds 
to  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  partition.  Without  this 
conveyance,  the  purchaser  cannot  be  invested  with  the  title. ^ 
A  sale  in  partition  is  a  judicial  sale.*  The  purchaser  is  pro- 
tected by  the  judgments  of  the  Court  as  fully  as  in  any  exe- 
cution or  judicial  sale.  The  various  matters  necessarj^  to 
authorize  the  sale  have  all  been  made  the  subjects  of  judicial 
inquiry  and  determination.  If  the  Court  acted  erroneously 
in  deciding  upon  the  sale,  or  committed  any  other  error,  this 
should  have  been  corrected  by  appeal  or  by  some  other  ap- 
propriate proceeding  in  the  partition  suit.  Not  being  so  cor- 
rected, the  parties  interested  have  acquiesced  in  and  ratified 
it;  and  they  cannot  employ  it  in  any  collateral  manner  to  de- 
feat the  purchaser's  title. ^ 

'  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  7  Pai.  412;  S.  C.  22  Wend.  498. 

•^  Noble  V.  Cromwell,  27  How.  Pr.  289;  S.  C.  20  Barb.  47.');  S.  C.  6  Abb.  Pr.  59;  Bo- 
gertt).  Bogert,  45  Barb.  121;  Itogers  v.  McLean,  .{1  How.  Pr.  279;  S.  G.  34  N.  Y.  530; 
Mead  v.  Mitchell,  17  N.  Y.  211;  Crogan  v.  Livingston,  17  N.  Y.  218;  Waring  v.  Waring, 
7  Abb.  Pr.  472;  Dunning  v.  Dunning,  37  111.  315. 

■>  Lessee  of  Merritt  v.  Home,  5  Ohio  St.  308. 

^  Hutton  V.  Williams,  35  Ala.  504. 

<>  Ooudy  V.  Shank,  8  Ohio,  417;  Rogers  v.  Tucker,  7  Ohio  St.  427;  Stokes  v.  Middlo- 
t<ju,  4  Dutch.  32;  Lefovre  v.  Laraway,  22  Barb.  107;  Pentz  v.  Kuestor,  41  Mo.  450. 
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§  549.  Distribution  of  the  Proceeds. — When  the  sale  in 
partition  has  been  consummated,  and  the  sum  realized  there- 
by is  brought  within  the  control  of  the  Court,  it  is  next  to 
be  divided  among  the  various  parties  in  interest.  In  making 
this  division,  the  Court  is  often  required  to  perform  a  very 
difficult  and  intricate  task.  The  parties  before  the  Court 
whose  title  has  been  divested  by  the  sale  may  have  a  vast 
variety  of  interests.  Some  of  them  may  be  in  possession  of 
estates  for  life  or  for  years ;  others  may  have  estates  in  rever- 
sion or  remainder;  and  still  others  may  have  mere  contingent 
interests.  Upon  each  of  these  interests,  other  claims  and 
liens  may  have  attached.  It  may  hapj)en  also  that  some  of 
the  parties  in  interest  are  femes  covert,  infants,  or  lunatics, 
and  therefore  require  the  special  protection  of  the  Court  to 
prevent  a  misapplication  of  their  proportion  of  the  moneys 
realized.  The  names  and  residences  of  others  of  the  owners 
may  be  unknown,  and  no  one  may  appear  to  claim  their 
shares  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  In  fact,  the  circum- 
stances upon  which  the  Courts  are  compelled  to  act  are  as 
infinite  as  the  circumstances  in  which  property  may  be  ac- 
quired or  held.  The  statutes  of  the  various  States  whose 
Courts  have  been  authorized  to  sell  lands  in  suits  for  par- 
tition contain  provisions  designed  to  assist  and  control  the 
distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  In  some  statutes, 
these  provisions  are  quite  general  in  their  terms,  while  in 
others  they  are  much  more  minute.  These  statutes  could 
not  be  copied  into  this  work  except  by  greatly  enlarging  its 
size  without  adding  anything  to  its  contents  that  could  not 
as  well  be  found  elsewhere.  We  therefore  leave  the  practi- 
tioner to  look  for  them  in  the  statutory  compilations  of  his 
own  State,  deeming  it  sufficient  for  this  work  to  state  their 
general  features,  which  are  these :  1st.  The  costs  of  the  suit 
and  of  the  various  necessary  proceedings  therein,  including 
the  sale,  are  to  be  paid,  and  the  residue,  after  making  such 
payment,  constitutes  the  fund  to  be  apportioned.  2d.  The 
various  incumbrances  are  ascertained,  and  must  be  paid,  in 
the  order  of  their  priority,  out  of  the  share  or  shares  of  the 
person  or  persons  against  whom  such  incumbrances  are 
chargeable.     3d.    The  Court   is   authorized  to  inquire   and 
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determine  tlie  value  of  estates  for  life  or  years,  and  also  of 
all  future  estates,  whether  vested  or  contingent,  and  to  direct 
what  amount  shall  be  paid  to  the  holders  of  each  of  such 
estates.  4th.  The  persons  authorized  to  receive  the  shares 
of  infants,  lunatics,  and  femes  covert,  are  designated.  5th. 
When  some  of  the  shares  belong  to  unknown  or  uon-resideut 
owners,  or  when,  from  any  cause,  the  persons  entitled  to 
such  shares  are  not  in  Court,  or  cannot  at  present  be  ascer- 
tained, the  moneys  representing  such  shares  may  be  invested 
under  the  order  of  the  Coui-t,  and  kept  so  invested  until  the 
time  arrives  when  the  Court  can  make  a  proper  distribution. 
Where  married  women  are  parties,  either  as  cotenants  or  as 
the  wives  of  cotenants,  the  proceeds  of  the  share  in  which 
they  are  interested  are  not  usually  paid  to  their  husbands, 
unless  the  wives'  consent  to  such  payment,  by  some  instni- 
ment  executed  in  the  same  manner  as  instruments  releasing 
their  dower  interests  or  conveying  their  separate  property, 
are  required  to  be  executed,  or  unless  the  husbands,  by  some 
means  designated  by  the  statute,  give  security  to  indemnify 
the  wives  from  loss.  If  the  husband  fails  to  give  such  se- 
curity, and  the  wife  does  not  consent  to  the  money  being 
paid  to  him,  without  security,  so  much  of  it  is  invested,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court,  for  the  l^enefit  of  the  wife,  as  may 
be  deemed  proportionate  to  her  interest  in  the  property  par- 
titioned.^ 

i  For  statutory  provisionsTegulating  the  sale  of  propcTty  and  the  distribution  of 
the  proceeds,  consult  the  statutes  cited  at  the  conclusion  of  section  537;  and  also  0, 
C.  P.  of  Cal.,  sec.  773  to  791;  Comp.  Laws  Nev.,  sees.  1345-72;  Nixon's  N.  J.  Digest, 
4th  ed.,  p.  609-79;  3  Rev.  St.  N.  Y.,  Gll-20;  Deatly's  Laws  Oregon,  258-64;  Tliompson 
&  Steger's  St.  Tenn.,  3293-3308;  Taylor's  St.  of  Wis.,  1684^93. 
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N.  B. — The  figures  refer  to-the~sedions. 

ABATEMENT, 

plea  of,  in  partition,  4'j2,  496. 
ACCOKD  AND  SATISFACTION, 

■vrith  one  cotenant,  when  binding  on  all,  178. 
ACCOUNTING  BET^\^EN  COTENANTS.. 

remedy  at  common  law,  269. 

remedy  by  statiate  of  Anne,  270. 

demand  must  be  made  for,  270. 

at  what  times  sustainable,  270. 

declaration  for,  271. 

what  may  be  for,  272. 

for  receipts,  273. 

for  profits,  274. 

for  use  and  occupation,  274-276. 

only  for  balance  due,  277. 

counter-claims,  277,  278. 

assumpsit  as  a  substitute  for,  280-286. 

in  equity,  321. 

in  connection  with  partition,  511. 

ACT  OF  ONE  COTENANT, 

does  not  bind  another,  172. 

except  when  beneficial,  174. 

to  preserve  common  property,  175. 

in  redeeming  common  property,  176. 

in  receiving  payments,  177-178. 

in  granting  a  release,  179. 

in  giving  notice  to  quit,  180-181 

cannot  create  an  easement,  185. 

ratification,  by  the  others,  188. 

ACTIONS, 

diflferenco  between  judgment  in  real  and  personal,  529. 

ACTIONS  BETWEEN  COTENANTS, 

for  matters  independent  of  the  cotenancy,  268. 

m 
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ACTIONS  BETWEEN  COTENANTS  (coyitinued) , 

for  moneys  received  and  for  use  and  occupation,  §  269-286. 

for  use  and  occupation,  at  common  law,  269. 
statute  of  Anne  giving  action  of  account,  270. 

statute  of  Anne,  doubtful  meaning  of,  272. 

declaration  for  accounting,  271. 

for  money  received,  under  the  statute,  273. 

for  use  and  occupation,  under  the  statute,  274-276,  286. 

for  balance  due  only,  277. 

counter-claims,  277-278. 

counter-claims  for  improvements,  279. 

assumpsit,  280-286. 

for  possession  of  chattels,  287-289. 

for  possession  of  real  estate,  290-296. 

ejectment,  290. 

ejectment,  necessity  of  ouster,  291. 

ejectment,  waiver  of  proof  of  ouster,  292. 

ejectment,  judgment  how  entered,  293. 

ejectment,  where  plaintiff  sues  for  too  much,  294, 

forcible  entry  and  unlawful  detainer,  295. 

trespass  to  try  titles,  296. 

for  acts  of  trespass,  297-305. 

action  on  the  case,  297. 

action  of  trespass,  298. 

action  of  trespass  for  ouster  or  destruction,  299,  302. 

action  of  trespass  for  ouster,  300,  301. 

action  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  303. 

action  of  trespass  against  lessee  of  a  cotenant,  304. 

action  of  waste,  305. 

for  acts  of  conversion,  306-319. 

trover,  306-307. 

trover  for  sale  of  chattels,  308-9. 

trover  for  sale  of  chattels  under  execution,  310. 

trover  for  sale  of  chattels  by  vendee  of  a  cotenant,  311. 

trover  for  destruction  of  property,  312. 

trover  for  destruction  of  rights,  313. 

trover  for  destruction  by  emancipating  a  slave,  314. 

ti'over  for  destruction  by  allowing  property  to  be  lost,  315. 

trover  for  changing  form  of  chattels,  316. 

trover  for  removal  of  chattels,  317. 

trover  for  refusal  to  apply  property  to  its  proper  use,  318. 

trover  for  refusal  to  allow  division,  319. 

for  repairs,  320. 

statutory  provisions,  note  to  320. 

See  Equitable  Kemedies. 

ACTIONS  BY  COTENANTS  AGAINST  STEANGEES, 
general  view  of,  328. 

joinder  in,  rule  applicable  to  joint-tenants,  329. 
joinder  in,  rule  applicable  to  coparceners,  330, 
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ACTIONS  BY  COTENANTS  AGAINST  STIl.\NGERS  (cmtmued), 

joinder  in.  mle  applicable  to  tenants  in  common,  4  331. 
joinder  in.  rale  applicable  to  mixed  cotenancy,  332. 
joinder  in,  nile  in  assumpsit,  333. 
joinder  in,  rule  in  avowries,  33-t. 
•        joinder  iu,  rnle  in  case,  335. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  covenant,  336. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  replevin  and  detinue,  337. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  replevin  for  severable  chattels,  338. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  ejectment  by  joint-tenants,  339. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  ejectment  by  coparceners,  340. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  ejectment  by  tenants  iu  common,  341, 

joinder  in,  rule  in  forcible  entry,  344. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  action  for  insurance,  345. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  action  for  rent,  346. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  trespass,  347. 

joinder  in,  rale  in  trespass  to  try  titles,  348. 

joinder  in,  rale  in  trover,  349. 

joinder  in,  rale  in  waste,  350. 

joinder  in,  rale  in  nuisance,  351. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  application  to  assess  damages,  352. 

joinder  in,  rule  in  equity,  367. 

whether  plaintiff  can  recover  less  interest  than  he  sued  for,  342. 

whether  one  cotenant  can  recover  the  whole  in  ejectment,  343. 

failure  to  plead  non-joinder,  353. 

non-joinder,  how  available  in  actions  ex  contractu,  354. 

non-joinder,  how  available  in  detinue  and  replevin,  355. 

non-joinder,  how  available  under  the  Codes,  361. 

whether  one  can  recover  the  whole  damages  when  non-joinder  is  not 

pleaded,  356-357. 
waiver  of  right  to  object  to  non-joinder,  358. 
misjoinder  with  persons  not  cotcnauts,  359. 
misjoinder  how  available  to  defendant,  360. 
misjoinder  how  available  under  the  Codes,  361. 
survivorship  of  cause  of  action,  362-363. 
survivorship  not  affected  by  statutes,  365. 
death  of  cotenant  pcndenie  lite,  364. 

ADMINISTEATOR, 

not  entitled  to  partition,  454. 

when  properly  defendant  in  partition,  471. 

ADMISSIONS, 

made  by  one  joint-tenant,  169. 
made  by  one  tenant  in  common,  169. 
made  by  one  devisee,  169. 

ADVERSE  HOLDING, 

as  evidence  of  an  ouster,  223. 
notice  of,  when  necessary,  229,  242. 
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ADVERSE  HOLDING  {continued), 

bars  right  to  partition  of  realty,  §  439,  447,  500. 

no  bar  to  partition  of  personalty,  448. 

no  bar  when  Chancery  has  jurisdiction  for  another  purposer  449,  500. 

no  bar  in  certain  States,  450. 

ADVERSE  TITLE, 

purchase  by  cotenant,  154,  155. 

cotenant  -vrishing  benefit  of,  must  contribute,  156. 

ADVOWSON, 

coparcenary  in,  80. 
partition  of,  434. 

AFTER-ACQUIRED  TITLE, 

subject  to  previous  homestead  claim,  56,  57. 
enures  to  grantee  in  severalty,  207. 
during  suit  for  partition,  460. 
whether  bound  by  prior  partition,  532. 

AGENCY  OF  COTENANTS, 

to  redeem  for  one  another,  176. 

to  receive  payments  for  one  another,  177-178. 

to  release  payments  for  one  another,  179. 

to  give  notice  to  quit  for  one  another,  180. 

to  receive  notice  to  quit  for  one  another,  18L 

to  contract  for  one  another,  182. 

to  transfer  for  one  another,  183. 

to  make  partition  for  one  another,  416. 

ratification,  188. 

part  owners  of  ships,  383-384. 

AGREEMENT, 

to  seU,  severs  joint-tenancy,  30. 

to  sever  joint-tenancy,  31. 

to  divide  crops  makes  parties  tenants  in  common,  100-101. 

to  purchase  lands,  as  cotenants,  151. 

to  make  partition,  417. 

not  to  demand  partition,  442. 

ALABAMA, 

survivorship  abolished,  35. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428. 

what  may  be  partitioned  and  who  may  apply^-461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

'  ALIENATION, 

See  Conveyance. 

ALLODIAL  TITLE,  6. 

ALLOTMENTS  IN  PARTITION, 

how  made  at  common  law,  394. 
eldest  had  the  first  choice,  394. 
duties  of  commissioners  in  making,  521. 
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AMERICAN  TENURES,  §  6. 
ANIMALS, 

increase  of,  belong  to  the  common  property,  140, 
ANSWER  IN  PARTITION, 

generally,  495,  496. 

pleas  in  abatement,  496. 

the  general  issue,  497. 

the  general  issue,  form  of,  497  n. 

statement  of  defendant's  title  and  equities,  499. 
APPEAL, 

from  interlocutory  judgment  in  partition,  518. 
APPRAISEMENT, 

in  partition,  541. 
ARBITRATION, 

partition  by,  395. 
ARIZONA, 

community  property  in,  129. 
ARKANSAS, 

survivorship  abohshed,  35. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428. 

what  may  be  partitioned,  and  who  may  apply,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  ?t. 
ASSAILING  COMMON  TITLE, 

by  one  cotenaut  not  encouraged,  152. 
ASSUMPSIT, 

between  cotenants,  rule  in  Massachusetts,  280. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  Maine,  281. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  Michigan,  282. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  Pennsylvania,  283. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  New  York,  284. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  England,  285. 
between  cotenants,  rule  in  United  States,  286. 
joinder  of  cotenants,  in  333. 
non-joinder  of  cotenants  in,  354. 
AVOWRY. 

joinder  of  cotenants  in,  334. 

BAILEE  OF  COTENANTS, 

right  to  retain  possession,  246,  288. 

BENEFICIAL  ACTS, 

of  one  cotenant,  bind  the  others,  174. 
BEQUEST, 

in  joint-tenancy,  rights  of  survivor,  28. 

when  held  t<j  be  iu  joint-tenancy,  and  when  in  tenancy  in  common,  234. 
BUILDINGS, 

as  evidence  of  an  ouster,  240. 
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BURDEN  OF  PKOOF, 

of  an  ouster,  $  222. 

CALIFORNIA, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35. 

homestead  is  a  joint-tenancy,  48. 

early  homestead  decisions,  52. 

law  of  commimity  property,  123,  128. 

law  of  community,  grants  from  Mexico,  133. 

law  of  community,  effect  of  deed  to  wife,  147. 

conveyance  of  tenant  in  common  by  metes  and  bounds,  203. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

com-ts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  apply  for  partition,  461  n. 

pai-ties  in  partition,  483  n. 

CANADA, 

tenancy  by  entirety  in,  65. 
coparcenary  in,  85. 
community  in,  127. 

CASE,  ACTION  ON  THE 

when  sustainable  between  cotenants,  297. 
CASTLE  FOE  DEFENCE, 

not  subject  to  partition,  438. 

CEMETERY, 

not  subject  to  partition,  438. 

CHANCERY, 

See  Equity. 

CHANGE  OF  POSSESSION, 

on  sale  of  personalty,  219. 
CHEESE, 

made  for  farmers  at  a  factory,- 101. 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION, 

tenancy  by  entireties  in,  68. 
CIVIL  DEATH, 

of  joint-tenant,  12. 
CIVIL  LAW, 

property  relations  of  husband  and  mfe,  122. 
CLASS, 

devise  or  gift  to  several  as  a,  110. 

CLASSIFICATION, 

of  property  into  general  and  special,  1. 

of  tenancies,  7. 

of  parceners,  78. 

of  community,  124-126. 
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CLASSIFICATION  (cmUnued), 

of  liabilities  of  cotenants,  vS  257. 

of  partition,  394. 

of  property  subject  to  partition,430. 

COLLATEEAL  ATTACK, 

on  judgment  in  pai-tition,  528. 
on  sale  in  partition,  548. 

COMMISSION  IN  CHANCERY, 

form  of,  520. 
COMMISSIONERS, 

duties  in  Chancery,  521,  522. 

duties  in  United  States,  522. 

cannot  determine  title,  522. 

should  be  sworn,  522. 

shoxild  give  notice  of  their  meetings,  522. 

may  employ  a  surveyor,  522. 

duties  in  making  allotments,  522. 

incidental  powers,  522. 

how  many  must  act,  523. 

report,  523. 

vacancies,  how  filled,  524. 

vacating  report  for  eiTors,  525. 

vacating  report  for  irregularity,  526. 

report  as  to  necessity  of  sale,  543. 

appointment  of,  to  seU  property  in  partition,  544. 

purchase  at  their  own  sale,  546. 

conveyance  by,  547. 

COMMON  PROPERTY. 

See  COMMXTNITY  PuOPEKTy. 

COMMON  SAUNS  NOMBRE, 

not  liable  to  partition,  434. 
COMMUNITY  PROPERTY, 

is  the  only  co-ownership  resulting  from  marriage,  liJl. 

by  the  civil  law,  122. 

is  a  species  of  co-ownership,  123. 

legal  community,  124. 

conventional  community,  124. 

conventional  community,  presumptions  against,  143. 

when  commences,  124. 

modilications,  125. 

projjerty  embraced  in,  12G. 

property  embraced  in,  in  Lower  Canada,  127. 

property  embraced  in,  in  California,  128. 

property  embraced  in,  in  Arizona,  129. 

property  embraced  in,  in  Idaho,  129. 

property  embraced  in,  in  Nevada,  129. 

C.  &  p.  -43 
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COMMUNITY  PROPERTY  (continued), 

property  embraced  in,  in  Louisiana,  §  130. 

property  embraced  in,  in  Texas,  131. 

law  of,  is  a  real  law,  132. 

how  affected  by  law  of  domicil,  132. 

does  not  embrace  gifts  from  the  sovereign,  133. 

does  not  embrace  purchases  before  marriage,  134, 

does  not  embrace  gift  to  vAfe,  136. 

does  not  embrace  purchase  with  wife's  money,  137. 

does  not  embrace  rents  and  profits  in  California.  141. 

purchases  during  marriage,  135. 

improvements,  138. 

crops,  139. 

increase  of  animals,  140, 

property  partly  commTinity  and  partly  separate  estate,  142. 

presumptions  in  favor  of  community,  143. 

presumptions  arising  from  deed  to  wife,  144. 

presumptions  arising  from  deed  to  wife,  how  rebutted,  145-147. 

authority  of  husband  and  wife  respectively,  148. 

death  of  husband  or  wife,  149. 

partition,  445. 

COMPLAINT  IN  PARTITION, 
at  common  law,  484. 
allegation  of  joint  holding,  485. 
deraingment  of  title,  486. 
description  of  jiremises,  487. 
description  of  the  respective  moieties,  488. 
variance  between,  and  the  proofs,  489. 
allegation  of  demand,  490. 
allegation  of  necessity  of  sale,  491. 
form  of,  491  n. 

CONDITION  BROKEN, 

does  not  entitle  party  to  partition,  446. 

CONFUSION  OF  GOODS, 

when  creates  tenancy  in  common,  95. 
when  occasions  a  forfeiture,  95. 

CONTRIBUTION  IN  EQUITY, 

between  cotenants,  322. 

for  failure  of  title  after  partition,  533. 

CONNECTICUT, 

survivorship  abolished,  35. 

tenancy  by  entirety  in,  66. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  ;t. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  have  partition,  and  of  what,  461  «. 

parties  in  partition,  483  ?). 
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CONVERSION, 

of  realtj-  into  personalty,  $  114-118. 
of  personalty  by  a  cotenant,  306,  319. 
See  Troveb. 

CONVEYANCE, 

creating  joint-t«nancy,  25. 
to  woman  and  her  children,  26. 
in  joint-tenancy  where  some  grantees  are  dead,  2y. 
in  tenancy  in  common  where  some  of  the  gi-antees  are  dead,  109. 
by  one  joint-tenant,  34. 
of  homestead,  52,  53,  58. 
of  tenancy  by  entireties,  73. 
of  tenancy  by  entireties,  effect  after  divorce,  76. 
by  one  coparcener,  84. 
of  uulocated  interest,  96. 
creating  party  wall,  98. 
acceptance  of,  from  a  part  owner,  106. 
by  partner,  112,  119. 
by  surviving  pai-tner,  119. 
to  wife,  presumed  to  be  common  jiroperty,  144. 

to  wife,  evidence  to  rebut  presumption  in  favor  of  community,  145-147. 
form  of,  between  cotenants,  189-191. 
by  cotenant  out  of  possession,  192. 
by  cotenant  to  third  persons,  193. 
each  cotenant  may  make,  at  pleasure,  194. 
by  grantor  to  himself  and  others,  193  n. 
by  cotenant,  as  color  of  title,  197. 
by  cotenant,  adverse  possession  imder,  197,  224,  225. 
by  cotenant,  of  minerals  in  the  land,  198. 
by  cotenant,  by  metes  and  bounds,  199-205. 

by  cotenant,  by  metes  and  bounds,  valid  between  the  partifs,  206. 
by  cotenant,  by  metes  and  bounds,  eifect  in  partition,  207. 
by  cotenant,  by  metes  and  bounds,  effect  on  after-acquired  title,  207. 
by  cotenant,  by  metes  and  bounds,  where  cotenancy  embraces  several 
parcels,  208. 

covenants  Vnud  each  cotenant  as  to  his  moiety  only,  209. 

covenants  of  seizin,  when  broken,  210. 

interpretation  of,  211. 

involuntary,  213. 

involuntary,  by  metes  and  bounds,  216. 

effect  on  insurance,  218. 

right  to  possession  of,  247. 

necessary  to  complete  partition  at  equity,  427. 

not  necessary  to  complete  partition  at  law,  427. 

whether  necessary  in  partition,  395—105,  527. 

form  of,  in  partition,  WG. 

in  severalty  by  one  cotenuut,  whether  a  cloud  on  the  title,  326. 

transfers  right  to  partition,  151. 

when  compelled  in  partition,  513. 
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CONVEYANCE  {ccmtinued), 

in  partition,  when  infant  is  a  party,  $  468. 
in  partition,  when  lunatic  is  a  party,  469. 

C-OPARCENEES, 

defined,  77. 

may  be  males,  77. 

classified,  78. 

by  common  law,  79. 

by  custom,  78. 

with  one's  self,  79. 

of  what  estates,  80. 

how  to  enjoy  indivisible  property,  80. 

unities  of  their  estate,  81. 

have  no  survivorship,  81. 

make  but  one  heir,  82. 

continuance  of  their  estate,  83. 

destruction  of  their  estate,  84. 

effect  of  conveyance  by  one,  84. 

in  the  United  States,  85. 

form  of  conveyance  by,  191. 

methods  of  making  partition  between,  395,  396. 

writ  of  partition  between,  at  common  law,  420-421. 

joinder  in  actions,  330. 

COPATENTEES, 

rights  and  relations  of,  89. 

COPYHOLD  ESTATE, 

partition  of,  439. 
CORODY  UNCERTAIN, 

not  subject  to  partition,-  434. 

CORPORATIONS, 

cannot  hold  as  joint-tenants,  15. 
can  hold  as  tenants  in  common,  90. 

COTENANCY, 
origin,  1. 

adaptation  to  all  forms  of  society,  2. 
engagements  formed  by,  3. 
evidence  to  establish,  22. 
homesteads,  when  held  by,  48-50. 
homesteads,  when  not  held  by,  51-53. 

See  Joint-Tenancy,  Tenancy  by  Entibeties,  Copakceners,  Tenancy  in 
Common,  Part  Owneks  of  Ships,  Community  Pkopebty, 
COTENANTS. 

See  Joint-Tenants,  Tenants  in  Common,  Copaecenebs,  Pabt  Ownees  of  Ships, 
Relations  of  Cotenants,  Conveyances,  Ousteb,  Rights  of  Coten- 
ANTS,  Liabilities  of  Cotenants,  Actions  between  Cotenants,  Ac- 
tions BY  Cotenants,  Paetition. 
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CO-TRUSTEES. 

See  Teustees. 

COUNTER-CLAIMS, 

iu  accounting,  277,  278. 
for  improvements,  279. 

COVENANTS  IN  DEEDS, 

each  cotenant  covenants  for  himself  only,  209. 
of  seizin,  when  broken,  210. 
joinder  in  actions  on,  336. 

CREATION, 

of  joint-tenancy  by  devise  or  bequest,  23,  24. 

of  joint  tenancy  by  deed,  26. 

of  joint-tenancy  by  deed  to  woman  and  her  children,  26. 

of  joint-tenancy  under  American  statutes,  37. 

of  tenancy  in  common,  23,  2-i,  92. 

of  tenancy  by  entireties,  63,  69. 

of  coparcenary,  81. 

of  party  wall,  98. 

of  partnership.  111. 

CROPPING  ON  THE  SHARES, 

makes  the  parties  tenants  in  common,  100. 

gives  right  to  enter  on  the  lands,  254. 
CROPS, 

when  community  and  when  separate  property,  139, 
CROSS-BILL, 

in  partition,  504. 

DAMAGES, 

joinder  of  cotenants  entitles  to,  352. 

DEATH  OF  COTENANT, 

cause  of  action  survives,  362,  363. 

pendente  lite,  364. 

pendente  lite  suit  must  be  revived  to  bind  heirs,  464. 

does  not  abate  suit  of  partition,  496. 

DECREE  OF  PARTITION, 

possession  taken  under,  is  adverae,  227. 
Sec  Judgments  in  Paetition. 

DEFAULT, 

in  partition,  494. 

DEFENDANT  m  PARTITION, 

pleadings  of,  494-497. 

statement  of  his  title,  498. 

adverse  holding  of,  500. 

cross-bill,  when  nc^coHsary,  501. 

Sec  PiiinKH  Dkfkndant  in  Pabxttiow. 
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DEFINITIONS  AND  DESCRIPTIONS, 

of  compulsory  partition,  $  394. 

of  confusion  of  goods,  95. 

of  conventional  commnuity,  124. 

of  coparceners,  77. 

of  cotenancy,  2. 

of  destruction  for  which  cotenant  is  liable,  251,  312-319. 

of  dos,  or  dotal  property,  122. 

of  estate  by  entireties,  63,  64. 

of  general  property,  1. 

of  homestead,  47. 

of  joint-tenancy,  9,  10. 

of  legal  community,  124. 

of  mixed,  imperfect,  and  redundant  cotenancies,  8. 

of  onerous  title,  133. 

of  ouster,  221,  301. 

of  parceners,  77. 

of  partition,  393. 

of  partition  by  lot,  394. 

of  severable  chattels,  252. 

of  special  property,  1. 

of  tenancy  in  common,  86. 

of  voluntary  partition,  394. 

of  necessary  parties  in  partition,  463. 

DELAWARE, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35. 
actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 
courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n. 
who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
parties  defendant,  483  n. 

DEMAND, 

for  possession,  when  necessary,  231. 
for  possession,  refusal  of,  236. 
for  possession,  how  made,  237, 
on  bailee  of  cotenants,  246. 
for  accounting,  270. 
for  partition,  489. 

DEMURRER, 

in  partition  suit,     494. 

DENIAL  OF  COTENANT'S  TITLE, 
when  evidence  of-  an  ouster,  235. 
must  be  uneqviivocal,  235. 

DESCENT, 

of  homestead,  62. 

of  partnership  realty,  118. 

of  community  property,  149. 
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DESCRIPTION, 

of  premises  in  partition,  ^  486. 

of  premises  in  partition,  uncertainty,  how  objected  to,  494. 

DESTEUCTION  AND  DESTRUCTIVE  USE. 

of  real  estate,  what  is,  251 . 

by  cutting  timber,  '251.  » 

by  plowing  up  crops,  251 

by  appropriating  wat«r,  251. 

through  negligence,  266. 

trover  against  cotenant  forr-312-319. 

DEVISE, 

by  joint-tenant  is  void,  14. 

in  joint-tenancy,  23. 

in  tenancy  in  common,  24.  < 

in  joint-tenancy,  sui-\-ivor  takes  all,  28. 

under  statute  in  regard  to  joint-tenancy,  40. 

simultaneous  devises  of  same  property,  103. 

lapse  of,  to  tenants  in  common,  109. 

to  several  as  a  class,  110. 

DEVISEES, 

one  not  bound  by  the  other's  admiB8ions,-169. 

DETINUE, 

between  cotenants,  288. 
against  a  bailee  of  the  cotenants,  289. 
joinder  of  cotenants  in,  337. 
non-joinder  of  cotenants  in,  355. 

DDTERENCES  AND  DISTINCTIONS, 

between  joint-tenancy  and  tenancy  by  entireties,  64. 

between  joint-tenancy  and  coparcenai-y,  81. 

between  various  kinds  of  cotenancy,  86. 

between  partnership  and  cotenancy.  111. 

between  interest  of  husband  and  that  of  wife  in  community,  123. 

between  presumption  from  a  deed  to  wife  and  deed  to  husband,  145. 

between  atlmission  of  a  joint-tenant,  and  of  a  tenant  in  common,  169. 

between  proof  of  ouster  Ijy  a  cotenant,  and  by  a  stranger,  221 . 

between  partition  at  law  and  in  chancery,  425. 

between  a  judgment  and  a  decree  of  partition,  427. 

between  tenancy  in  common  and  part  ownership  of  ships,  381. 

DIFFICULTY, 

in  making  division,  no  defense  to  partition,  433. 

DISABILITY  OF  A  COTENANT, 

whether  it  avoids  statute  of  Umitations,  375,  376. 
effect  when  he  Hues  alone,  377. 

DISPUTED  TITLE, 

when  may  be  determined  in  partition,  502,  503. 
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DESSEIZIN, 

one  cotenant  cannot  be  disseized  unless  all  are,  §  167. 

joint- tenancy  by,  17. 

bars  right  to  partition,  447. 

except  of  personal  property,  448. 

except  when  chancery  has  jmisdiction,  449. 

no  bar  in  certain  States,  450. 

See  OusTEE. 

DESSEIZOK, 

not  proper  defendant  in  partition,  481. 
DISTRAINING, 

one  cotenant  may  distrain  for  another,  164,  268. 

one  cotenant  may  distrain  from  another,  174,  177. 
DIVOECE, 

effect  on  homestead,  60. 

effect  on  tenancy  by  entireties,  76,  92. 

creation  of  tenancy  in  common  by,  92. 

DOTAL  PEOPEETY, 

defined,  122. 

DOWEE, 

none  in  joint-tenancy,  14. 
where  survivorship  is  abolished,  39. 
in  tenancy  in  common,  107. 
effect  of  voluntary  partition  on,  411. 
effect  of  compulsory  partition  on,  432. 
effect  of  sale  in  partition  on,  474. 
DOWEESS, 

is  not  a  tenant  in  common,  108,  121. 
is  not  subject  to  pai-tition,  432,  472. 
sale  in  partition,  474. 

EAETH, 

cotenant  has  no  right  to  seU  nor  remove,  251. 

EASEMENT, 

in  party  wall,  98. 

cannot  be  created  by  one  cotenant,  185,  186. 

extinguishment  of,  187. 
EJECTMENT, 

between  cotenants,  290. 

between  cotenants,  when  demand  must  be  proved,  231. 

between  cotenants,  jury  must  find  ouster,  232,  233. 

between  cotenants,  ouster  necessary,  291. 

between  cotenants,  ouster,  when  need  not  be  proved,  292. 

between  cotenants,  judgment  in,  293. 

against  strangers,  where  plaintiff  sues  for  too  much,  294,  342. 

against  strangers,  joinder  of  joint-tenants  in,  339. 

against  strangers,  joinder  of  coparceners,  340. 
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EJECTMENT  (continued), 

against  strangers,  joinder  of  tenants  in  common,  j  341. 

against  strangers,  whether  one  cotenant  can  recover  the  -whole,  343. 

ENJOTIIENT  OF  COMMON  PROPERTY, 
how  Hmited,  251. 

ENTRY, 

by  one  presmned  to  be  for  all,  166. 
under  deed  in  severalty,  224,  225. 

EQUALITY  OF  INTERESTS, 

presumed  among  cotenants,  105. 

EQUALITY  OF  TITLES, 

makes  holders  tenants  in  common,- 103. 

EQUITABLE  REMEDIES, 
accounting,  321. 
for  contidbution,  322. 
injunction,  323-325. 
quieting  title,  326. 
in  partition,  505-515. 
correcting  and  vacating  partitions,  534. 

EQUITABLE  TITLE, 

partition  at  law,  453. 
partition  in  equity,  500,  512, 

EQUITY, 

survivorship  in,  12. 

history  of  its  jui'isdiction  in  partition,  423. 

right  to  partition  in,  when  absolute,  424. 

advantages  of  partition  in,  425. 

will  partition  personal  property,  426. 

ERROR, 

does  not  affect  validity  of  partition,  528. 

ESTATES, 

of  trustees,  44,  45. 

of  executors,  46. 

of  administrators,  46. 

of  husband  and  wife  in  the  homestead,  45-53. 

ESTATES  SUBJECT  TO  PARTITION, 

must  bo  in  possession,  439. 

not  at  will,  439. 

not  copyholds,  439. 

not  reversions  nor  remainders,  440, 

not  partnership  property,  443. 

not  tenancy  by  entireties,  444. 

not  community  property,  445, 
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ESTOPPEL, 

against  one  cotenant  does  not  bind  another,  §  168. 

arising  from  common  law  partition,  529,  530. 

arising  from  partition  nnder  statutes,  531. 
EVICTION  BY  TITLE  PARAMOUNT, 

terminates  relation  of  cotenancy,  162. 

after  voluntary  partition,  409,  410. 

after  compulsory  partition,  533. 
EVIDENCE, 

to  rebut  presumption  of  joint-tenancy,  21, 

to  rebut  presumption  of  community,  145-147. 

to  establish  cotenancy,  22. 

to  establish  ouster,  221-242, 

EXCLUSIVE  POSSESSION, 

as  evidence  of  ouster,  242. 

EXECUTION  AGAINST  A  COTENANT, 

when  severs  joint-tenancy,  33. 

against  a  tenant  by  entireties,  74. 

simultaneous  levies,  103. 

cotenant  may  buy  under,  165. 

authorizes  officer  to  take  exclusive  possession,  214. 

officer  must  not  sell  more  than  a  moiety,  214. 

must  be  levied  on  defendant's  interest  in  the  whole  tract,  216. 

affects  only  interests  levied  upon,  217. 

affects  only  defendant  in  the  writ,  217. 

levy  on  severable  chatties,  252. 

levy  does  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  partition,  451. 
EXECUTORS, 

survivorship  among,  44. 

estate  of,  45. 

FINAL  JUDGMENT  IN  PARTITION, 

form  and  effect,  527. 

collateral  assault  on,  528. 

conclusive  at  common  law  on  possession  only,  529, 

conclusive  on  all  issues,  530. 

conclusive  on  title  in  some  States,  531, 

conclusive  on  homestead  right,  531. 

at  law  not  conclusive  on  equities,  531. 

after-acquired  title,  532. 

control  of  equity  over,  534. 

confirmation  by  act  of  the  parties,  535. 

FLORIDA, 

survivorship  in,  35. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition^  428  n. 

what  may  be  partitioned,  461  n. 

who  may  apply  for  paiHtion,  461  n. 

parties  defendant,  483  n. 
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FORCE, 

may  produce  ouster,  $  234. 

not  essential  to  ouster,  234. 
FORCIBLE  ENTRY, 

action  of,  between  cotenants,  295. 

action  of,  hy  cotenants,  344. 
FORECLOSURE  OF  MORTGAGE, 

all  mortgagors  must  be  defendants,  371. 

all  mortgagees  must  be  plaintiffs,  372. 
FORFEITURE, 

incurred  by  mixing  goods,  95. 
FRANCE, 

law  of  community  in,  127. 
FRANCHISE, 

may  be  held  in  cotenancy,  88. 
FORM  OF  CONVEYANCE, 

from  one  tenant  in  common  to  another,  189. 

from  one  joint-tenant  to  stranger,  189. 

from  one  joint-tenant  to  another,  190. 

from  one  parcener  to  another,  191. 

from  cotenants  to  third  persons,  193. 

GENERAL  ISSUE, 

in  partition,  497. 
GENERAL  PROPERTY, 

definition  and  origin,  1. 
GEORGIA, 

joint-tenancy  abolished,  35  n. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  7i. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

actions  against  third  persons,  372  n. 

what  may  be  partitioned,  461  n. 

who  may  apply  for  partition  461  n. 

parties  defendant,  483  n. 

GIFTS, 

to  several  as  a  class,  110. 

from  the  sovereign,  133.  ; 

to  husband  and  wife,  136. 

by  husband,  of  community  property,  148. 
GOODS, 

confusion  of,  95. 
GRANTEES, 

where  grant  is  in  joint-tenancy,  28. 

of  special  location  from  one  cotenant,  199-203. 

of  special  location,  as  defendants  in  partition,  203,  425,  465. 

entitled  to  partition,  451. 

of  defeasible  est^ite,  465. 

in  severalty,  equities  of,  are  equal,  212. 
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HEIRS, 

not  Tjoxmd  by  partition  made  after  death  erf  their  ancestor,  $  464. 
HISTORY, 

of  partition  "by  lot,  394. 

of  wi-it  of  partition,  420. 

of  chancery  jurisdiction,  423. 

of  sale  instead  of  partition,  536. 
HOIVIESTEAD, 

as  a  joint-tenancy,  47. 

as  a  joint-tenancy  in  California,  48. 

as  a  joint-tenancy  in  Idaho,  48. 

as  a  joint-tenancy  in  Nevada,  48. 

resembles  tenancy  by  entu'eties,  49, 

general  description  of,  50. 

not  ordinarily  a  cotenancy,  51,  52. 

in  Iowa,  53. 

wife's  right  to  redeem,  53. 

in  undivided  lands,  54. 

estates  held  by,  55, 

holds  after-acquired  title,  56,  57. 

conveyance  of,  58. 

inciunbrance  of,  58. 

limit  of,  59. 

not  liable  to  partition,  60. 

effect  of  divorce,  61. 

effect  of  partition,  61. 

survivorship,  62. 

descent,  62. 
HUSBAND, 

of  coteuant,  restraints  on,  160. 

should  be  party  to  partition,  477.  • 
HUSBAND  AND  WIFE, 

cannot  receive  as  joint-tenants,  64. 

receive  as  one  person,  70-72. 

respective  authority  over  tenancy  by  entirety,  73-75. 

respective  authority  over  community,  148,  149. 

voluntary  partition  between,  413. 

compulsory  partition  between,  458. 

See  CoMMtTNiTT  Peopeety,  Homestead,  Tenancy  by  Entieetibs. 

IDAHO, 

homesteads  in,  48. 
community  property  in,  129. 
ILLINOIS, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 
wife  has  no  estate  in  the  homestead,  52. 
tenancy  by  entirety  in,  65. 
actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 
actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 
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ILLINOIS  {continued), 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  6-  428  n. 

what  may  be  partitioned.  4i!l  n. 

who  may  apply  for  partition,  461  n. 

parties  to  j^artitions,  483  n. 
IMPEEFECT  COTENANCY,  8. 
IMPKO\^MENTS, 

on  separate  jjroperty,  138. 

as  evidence  of  ouster,  240. 

liability  of  cotenaut  to  contribute  for,  261,  262. 

cotenant  not  compelled  to  join  in  making,  262. 

as  counter-claims  in  accounting,  279. 

in  partition,  allotted  to  party  making,  508. 

in  partition,  compensation  for,  509,  510. 

INCOEPOKEAL  HEKEDITAilENTS, 

when  liable  to  partition,  434. 
INCUMBKANCE, 

of  homestead,  58. 

of  homestead  cannot  be  renewed  by  husband,  58. 

of  tenancy  by  entireties,  73,  74. 

effect  of  voluntary  partition  on,  415. 

effect  of  compulsory  partition  on,  478. 

effect  of  partition  sale  on,  479. 

contribution  between  eotenants  for  the  removal  of,  512. 

INDIANA, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  eotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  eotenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

what  may  be  partitioned,  461  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

INFANTS, 

voluntary  partition  by,  414. 

suing  with  adults  who  are  barred  by  the  Btatute  of  HmitationB,  375,  376. 

as  plaintiff  in  partition,  457. 

as  defendant  in  partition,  467. 

when  gi-anted  a  new  partition,  468. 
INFERENCE  OF  OUSTER, 

what  facts  produced,  242. 
INJUNCTION, 

for  what  granted  between  eotenants,  323. 

to  restrain  partition,  323,  514. 

to  restrain  waste,  324. 

to  restrain  judgment,  325. 

against  a  cotenant  who  is  also  trustee,  325. 

in  partition  sxiits,  514. 
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INSUEANCE  POLICY, 

effect  of  conveyance  by  one  cotenant  to  another,  $  218. 
liability  of  cotenant  for  moneys  collected  under,  264. 

mTEEESTS, 

of  tenants  in   common  presumed  to  be  equal,  105. 

INTERLOCUTOEY  JUDGMENT, 

in  partition,  form,  515, 

in  partition,  determines  respective  moietiea,  516. 

in  partition,  special  directions  in,  517. 

in  partition,  when  appeal  may  be  from,  518, 

INTEEPEETATION, 

of  general  words  in  a  deed,  211. 

INTEEVENOES, 

in  partition,  499. 

INVOLUNTAEY  TEANSFEE, 

of  lands  of  cotenancy,  214. 

IOWA, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

wife's  estate  in  homestead,  53. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  66. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

JOINDEE, 

of  several  parcels  in  one  suit  for  partition,  371. 

JOINDEE  OF  COTENANTS  IN  ACTIONS  AT  LAW, 

general  rule  as  to  joint-tenants,  329. 

general  rule  as  to  coparceners,  330. 

general  rule  as  to  tenants  in  common,  331, 

general  rule  as  to  mixed  cotenancies,  332. 

in  assumpsit,  333. 

in  avowries,  334. 

in  actions  on  the  case,  335. 

in  covenant,  336. 

in  detinue  and  replevin,  337. 

in  replevin  for  severable  chattels,  338. 

in  ejectment,  by  joint-tenants,  339. 

in  ejectment,  by  coparceners,  340. 

in  ejectment,  by  tenants  in  common,  341 

in  forcible  entry,  344. 

in  actions  for  insurance,  345. 

in  actions  for  rent,  346. 

in  trespass,  347. 

in  trespass  to  try  titles,  348. 

in  trover,  349. 
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JOINDER  OF  COTENANTS  IN  ACTIONS  AT  LAW  {continued), 
in  waste,  '^  350. 
in  nuisance,  351. 

in  application  for  assessment  of  damages,  352. 
as  defendants,  366. 
in  partition,  459. 
part  ownerships,  387. 
See  MisjoixDER,  Nonjodtdee. 

JOINDER  OF  COTENANTS  IN  EQUITY, 
general  rule,  367. 
general  rtile,  joint-tenants,  368. 
general  rale,  tenants  in  common,  369. 
general  rale,  legatees,  370. 

general  rule,  foreclosure  by  joint-mortgagees,  372. 
general  rale,  foreclosure  against  joint-mortgagors,  371. 

JOINT  CAUSE  OF  ACTION, 
survivorship  of,  362,  363. 
effect  of  statute  of  limitations  on,  375,  376. 

JOINT-TENANCY, 
defined,  9,  10. 
properties  of,  11. 
unities  of,  11. 
survivorship,  12-14,  28. 
who  may  hold  by,  15. 
■what  may  be  held  by,  16. 
how  created,  17,  23,  25. 
presumption  in  favor  of,   18. 

presumption  where  property  was  acqtiired  in  trade,  19. 
presumption  from  unequal  payments,  20. 
evidence  to  disprove,  21. 
words  creating,  in  devise  or  bequest,  2S. 
words  creating,  in  deed,  25. 
creation  by  deed  to  woman  and  her  children,  26. 
executory  settlements,  27. 
surviving  grantees,  legatees,  and  devisees,  28. 
severance  of,  29. 
severance  by  act  of  co tenant,  30. 
severance  by  agreement,  31. 
severance  by  dealing,  as  in  trade,  32. 
severance  by  execution  against  cotenant,  33. 
severance,  partial,  34. 

statutes  in  America,  limiting  or  abolishing,  ;i5,  65. 
statutes  whether  retroactive,  36. 
creation  notwithstanding  statutes,  37. 
dower  in,  where  sur^^vorship  is  abolished,  39. 
lapsing  of  legacies  and  devises  where  survivorship  is  abolished,  40. 
property  still  held  by,  41. 
mortgages,  42. 
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JOINT-TENANCY,  {c(mH7iued), 
trust  estates,  §  43,  44. 

difference  between,  and  tenancy  by  entireties,  64. 
husband  and  wife  holding  by,  71,  72. 
legislative  grantees  do  not  hold  by,  91. 
in  ships,  379. 

JOINT-TENANTS, 

conveyance  by,  189,  190. 
lease  by,  220. 

voluntary  partition  between,  396. 
joinder  in  actions  at  law,  329. 
joinder  in  actions  in  equity,  368. 

JUDGMENT, 

may  be  held  by  tenancy  by  entireties,  68. 
against  one  cotenant  does  not  bind  the  other,  168. 

JUDGMENTS  IN  PARTITION, 

the  first  judgment,  516. 

the  first  judgment  determines  the  moieties,  517. 

the  first  judgment  may  give  special  directions,  518, 

the  first  judgment  is  not  final,  519. 

See  Final  Judgment. 

JURISDICTION  IN  PAETITION, 

at  common  law,  420. 

by  EngUsh  statutes,  421. 

history  of  chancery  jurisdiction,  423, 

advantages  of  chancery  jurisdiction,  425, 

personal  property,  426. 

in  the  United  States,  428. 

presumption  in  favor  of,  528. 

JUEY, 

are  judges  of  ouster,  232. 

must  find  ouster  in  direct  terms,  233. 

from  what  may  infer  ouster,  242. 

KANSAS, 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 
who  may  compel  partition,  461  n. 
what  may  be  partitioned,  461  n. 
parties  in  partition,  483  n. 

KENTUCKY, 

survivorship  abohshed,  35. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n, 

who  may  compel  partition,  461  n. 

what  may  be  paititioned,  461  n. 

paiiies  in  partition,  483  n. 
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LAPSE  OF  LEGACY  OR  DEVISE, 

none  when  in  joint-tenancy,  ?i  28. 
under  American  statutes,  40. 
when  made,  in  tenancy  in  common,  109. 
when  made  to  several  as  a  class,  110. 

LEASE, 

may  sever  a  joint-tenancy,  30. 

agreement  to  crop  on  the  shares  is  not  a,  100. 

of  one  cotenant  to  another,.  164,  268. 

of  one  cotenant  to  another  gives  right  to  distrain.,  164,  268. 

whether  one  lessor  can  terminate,  180. 

whether  notice  to  one  lessee  terminates,  181. 

by  cotenants,  general  effect  of,  226. 

possession  acquired  by,  must  be  siarrendered,  250. 

gives  the  lessee  the  rights  of  the  lessor,  253. 

joinder  of  lessees  in  actions  under,  336,  346. 

division  of  rents,  346. 
LEGACY, 

lapsing  of,  28,  40,  109,  111. 

tenancy  by  entirety  in,  68, 
LEGAL  COMMUNITY, 

defined,  124. 

modifications  of,  125. 

of  what  property  composed,  126. 

LEGISLATIVE  GRANTEES,  ^ 

are  tenants  in  common,  91. 
LESSEES, 

joinder  in  actions  on  covenants,  336, 

as  parties  in  partition,  480. 
LESSORS, 

joinder  in  actions  for  rent,  446. 

whether  entitled  to  partition,  446. 
LEVY, 

of  execution  on  interest  of  a  cotenant,  213-215. 

of  execution  must  embrace  cotenant's  interest  in  the  whole  tract,  216. 

of  execution  on  severable  chatties,  252. 
LIABILITIES, 

of  part  owners  of  ships,  384-388. 
LIABILITIES  OF  COTENANTS  INTER  8ESE, 

classified,  257. 

for  use  and  occupation,  258. 

to  account,  259. 

for  services,  260. 

for  repairs  and  improvements,  261.  262, 

for  removal  of  leins,  263,  176. 

for  removal  of  adverse  titles,  263. 

for  expenditures  for  common  benefit,  263. 

for  moneys  collected  for  insurance.  264. 

C.  &  p.— 44 
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LIABILITIES  OF  COTENANTS  INTER  SE8E  {cordinmd), 

for  injuries  to  common  property,  $  265,  176. 

for  neglect  of  common  property,  266. 

of  copatentees,  89. 

of  part  owners  ships,  384,  385. 

of  owners  party  wall,  385. 
LIENS, 

ou  homestead,  58. 

on  homestead  cannot  be  renewed  by  husband,  58. 

on  tenancy  by  entireties,  73,  74. 

of  part  owners  of  ships,  386. 

how  affected  by  voluntary  partition,  415. 

how  affected  by  compulsory  partition,  478. 

how  affected  by  sale  in  partition,  479. 
LIMIT  OF  HOMESTEADS,  59. 
LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF, 

cotenant  may  i^lead,  153. 

commencement  of,  373. 

in  actions  against  strangers  to  the  cotenancy,  374. 

where  part  of  plaintiffs  are  exempt  from,  359,  375,  376. 

where  i:)erson  exempt  from,  sues  alone,  377. 

claim  under  deed  for  the  M'hole,  197,  224. 

title  \ander,  against  a  cotenant,  224,  242. 

does  not  bar  suit  for  jjartitiou,  491. 
LIS  PENDENS, 

in  partition,  470. 
LOUISIANA, 

community  law  of,  in,  130. 

deed  to  wife,  effect  of  in,  146. 
LUNATICS, 

as  defcudunts  in  partition,  469, 

MAINE, 

presumption  against  joint^tenancy,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entilreties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

who  may  compel  partdtion,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 
MAKKIED  WOMEN, 

when  bound  by  vohiutary  partition,  411-413. 

as  plaintiffs  in  partition,  458. 

as  defendants  in  partition.  466. 

shovxld  join  husband  in  suit  for  partition,  477. 

See  CoMMaKiTY  Pkopekty,  Dowei;,  Homestead. 

MARYLAND, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 
who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
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MASSACHUSETTS, 

presumption  agaiust  joiut-teiiauej^  vi  35  n. 

homestead,  estate  in,  52  n. 

tenancj-  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurischction  in  jiartition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

MEX. 

may  liokt  as  copai-ceners,  77,  79. 

MERCHANTS, 

do  not  hold  together  as  joint-tenants,  20. 

METES  AND  BOUNDS, 

conveyance  of  cotenant  by,  held  void,  199. 

conveyance  of  cotenant,  reasons  for  holding  void,  200. 

lease  by,  200. 

conveyance  bA ,  sustained  in  certain  States,  201-205. 

conveyance  by.  valid  between  the  parties,  206. 

conveyance  by,  effect  after  partition,  207. 

conveyance  by,  giantee  of,  as  defendant  in  partition,  465. 

MICHIGAN, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  uutenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  a. 

who  may  ai>ply  for  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

MILLS, 

partition  of,  433. 

MINERALS, 

conveyance  of,  by  one  cotenant,  198. 

MINES  AND  MINING  RIGHTS, 

partition  of,  433,  435.  •• 

MINNESOTA, 

j)resumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 
actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 
courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 
who  may  comjjel  jjartition,  and  of  what,  J61  )i,. 
parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

MISJOINDER. 

of  per.sons  as  cotenants  who  are  not,  359. 

of  cotenants  baiTed  by  statute  of  limitationB,  35'.),  378. 

how  taken  advantage  of,  360. 

how  taken  advantage  of  under  the  codes,  361. 

of  applicant  for  partition,  459. 
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MISSISSIPPI, 

tenancy  by  entireties  in,  ^  65. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

courts  ha-ving  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n, 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n, 

MISSOURI, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy^  35  n, 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

community  property,  126. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition^  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n, 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n, 

MISTAKE  IN  PARTITION, 

ground  for  relief  in  equity^  534. 

MIXED  COTENANCY,* 

what  is,  8. 

in  separate  and  common  property,  142. 

actions  in  regard  to,  332. 

MORTGAGE, 

severance  of  joint-tenancy  by,  30. 

of  jjie  whole  as  evidence  of  an  ouster,  226, 

simultaneous  mortgages,  102. 

cannot  be  redeemed  by  moieties,  371. 

MORTGAGEES, 

when  hold  as  joint-tenants  and  when  tenants  in  common,  16,  42. 

survivor  of,  16. 

under  simiiltaneous  mortgages,  102. 

right  to  partition,  102,  452. 

one  may  release  for  all,  178. 

how  affected  by  partition,  478. 

cannot  be  compelled  to  take  payment  in  moieties,  371» 

MORTGAGORS, 

must  pay  and  redeem  jointly,  371, 
right  to  partition,  452. 

NECESSARY  PARTIES, 

to  suits  for  partition,  462-483. 

all  cotenants  are  in  partition,  463. 

death  of  one,  heirs  must  be  brought  in,  464. 

see  parties  defendant  in  partition. 

NEGLIGENCE, 

liability  of  cotenant  for,  266. 
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NEVADA, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  $  35. 

homestead,  48. 

community  property,  129, 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

pai'ties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

NEW  HAIMPSHIEE, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 
actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 
courts  ha^■ing  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n. 
who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

NEW 'JERSEY, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  ?i. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

KEW  YOEK, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

tenancy  bj-  entireties,  05. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  haA'ing  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  jjurtitiou,  and  of  •what,  461  n 

parties  defendent  in  partition,  483  n. 

NONJOINDEK  OF  COTENANTS, 

how  objected  to  in  trespass  and  trover,  353. 

how  objected  to  in  actions  on  contract,  354. 

how  objected  to  in  detinue  and  replevin,  355. 

how  objected  to  under  the  codes,  361. 

whether  failure  to  object  to,  permits  plaintiff  to  recover  the  whole,  356. 

357. 
waiver  of  right  to  object  to,  358. 

NON  TENENT  INSIMUL, 
plea  of,  496. 

NORTH  CAROLINA, 

survivorship  abolished,  35  n. 

tenancy  bj'  entireties  in,  05. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  401  n. 
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NOTICE, 

of  partnership  character  of  real  estate,  §  120. 
of  community   character  of  real  estate,  135. 
of  separate  property   character  of  real  estate,  145. 
to  one  cotenant  does  not  bind  the  others,  171. 
to  hnsband  does  not  afi'ect  wife,  171. 
to  quit,  given  by  one  lessor,  180. 
to  quit,  given  to  one  lessee,  181. 
of  adverse  claim,  224,  225. 

of  ouster,  what  is,  and  when  necessary,  229,  230,  242. 
to  defendants  in  partition,  492. 
of  meeting  of  commissioners  in  partition,  521. 
NUISANCE, 

joinder  of  cotenants  in  actions  for,  351. 

OFFICER, 

right  to  levy  under  execution  against  cotenant,  213,  214. 

levying  on  interest  of  cotenant  must  take  exclusive  possession,  215. 
OHIO. 

joint-tenancy  abolished,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  66. 

actions  between  cotenants,  32U  n. 

comts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n, 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  w. 
ONEROUS  TITLE, 

defined,  133,  140. 
ONUS  OF  PROOF, 

to  show  severance  of  joint- tenauc-y,  32. 

to  show  whether  property  is  commiinity,  143. 

to  obtain  sale  in  partition,  537. 
OREGON, 

joint-tenancy  abohshed,  35. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jimsdictiou  of  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

ORIGIN, 

of  cotenancy,  1 . 

OUSTER  OF  ONE  COTENANT  BY  ANOTHER. 

general  description  of,  221,  301. 

is  a  question  of  intent,  221. 

burden  of  proving,  22. 

waiver  of  proof  of,  222. 

by  adverse  entry,  223. 

by  entry  under  conveyance  in  severalty,  224,  225. 

not  by  conveyance  without  entry,  236. 

not  by  mortgage  without  entry,  226. 
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OUSTEE  OF  ONE  COTENANT  BY  ANOTHER  {continued), 
by  entry  under  decree  of  partition,  'J  227. 
from  part  only,  228. 

notice  of,  what  is  and  when  necessaiy,  229,  230. 
as  a  defense,  and  as  a  caiase  of  action,  231. 
when  demand  for  possession  and  refusal,  are  essential  to,  231. 
is  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  232. 
must  be  found  in  direct  terms,  233. 
by  force,  231. 
may  be  withoiit  force,  234. 
by  denial  of  title,  235. 

by  refusal  to  let  cotenant  into  possession,  236. 
by  exclusive  receipt  of  rents,  238. 
by  cutting  timber,  239. 
by  erecting  bviildiugs,  240. 
must  be  by  uuequivocal  acts,  241. 
from  -fl^hat  inferred,  242. 
pvu'chase  after,  243. 
English  statutes,  244. 
proof  of,  in  ejectment,  291,  292. 
trespass  for,  300. 

OUTSTANDING  TITLE, 

pvu-chase  of,  does  not  concede  its  validity,  106. 

by  one  cotenant,  154. 

by  one  cotenant.  when  he  may  enforce,  156. 

OWELTY, 

in  partition,  506. 

OWNEESHIP, 

of  line  trees,  97. 
of  party  walls,  98. 

PAECENEES. 

See  COPABOENEES. 

PABOL  PARTITION, 

when  valid  at  common  law,  396, 

claimed  to  be  invalid  since  the  statute  of  frauds,  397. 

upheld  notwithstanding  the  statutes,  398, 

of  trust  estates,  399. 

effect  on  the  legal  titles,  100. 

enforcing  in  equity,  402.  , 

under  the  Mexican  law,  403. 

PARTIES  DEFENDANT  IN  PAETITION, 
division  of  the  subject,  462. 
all  the  cotenants  are  necessary  parties,  463 
death  of  defendant  pendente  Uk,  464. 
grantee  of  special  location,  465, 
married  women,  466. 
itifautH,  467, 
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PARTIES  DEFENDANT  IN  PARTITION  (continued), 
infants  when  granted  a  new  partition,  $  468. 
lunatics,  469. 

purchasers  pendente  lite,  470. 
administrators,  471. 
wife  of  a  tenant  in  common,  472,  474. 
widow  of  tenant  in  common,  472. 
widow  of  tenant  in  severalty,  472. 
claimant  of  homestead,  473. 

wife  of  cotenant,  where  a  sale  is  sought,  474,  475. 
widow's  dower,  where  sale  is  sought,  476. 
husband  of  cotenant,  477. 
lienholders,  478. 

lienholders,  where  sale  is  sought,  479. 
lessees,  480. 
disseizors,  481. 
persons  not  in  esse,  482. 
holders  of  contingent  interests,  482. 
unknown  owners,  483. 

PARTIAL  PARTITION,  508. 

PARTITION, 

none  of  homestead,  between  husband  and  wife,  60. 

destroys  homestead,  61. 

none  of  tenancy  by  entireties,  71. 

certain  property  not  divisible,  80. 

of  lauds  of  i^roprietary,  99. 

of  mortgagee's  estate,  102. 

effect  on  holder  of  special  location,  203,  207. 

taldng  possession  under  decree  of,  227. 

defined,  393. 

when  voluntary  and  when  compulsory,  394. 

allotments,  how  made,  394. 

by  arbitration,  395. 

by  deed  to  take  effect  on  condition  subsequent,  395, 

joint-tenants  must  make,  by  deed,  396. 

tenants  in  common,  could  make  by  parol,  39G. 

coparceners  could  make  by  j^arol,  396. 

history  of  the  wiit  of,  420. 

at  common  law,  issued  only  to  coparceners,  420. 

statutes  of  Henrj^VIII.,  421. 

statutes  of  William  III.,  421. 

outline  of  proceedings  at  common  law,  422. 

origin  and  history  of  chancery  jm-isdiction,  423. 

right  to  partition  in  chancery  is  absolute,  424. 

advantages  of  proceeding  in  chancery,  425. 

personal  proj)erty,  426. 

in  equity,  required  to  be  completed  by  conveyances,  427. 

at  law,  did  not  require  to  be  completed  by  conveyances,  427. 
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PAETITION  {continued), 

courts  having  jurisdiction  xA,  in  United  States,  §  429. 

remedy  given  by  statiates,  whether  cumulative,  428. 

is  a  matter  of  absohite  right,  433. 

not  gi-anted  against  paramount  rights,  434,  438. 

not  gi-anted  against  ijublic  policy,  438. 

not  gi-auted  iu  ships,  391,  392. 

whether  suit  for,  miist  be  adversary,  452,  458,  459. 

all  equities  may  be  adjusted  in,  505,  506. 

owelty,  507. 

partial  partition,  508. 

setting  oflf  improvements,  509. 

granting  compensation  for  improvements,  510,  511. 

accounting  in,  512. 

compelling  conveyance  in,  513. 

injunction  in,  514. 

the  first  judgment,  515. 

the  first  judgment  determines  the  moieties,  517. 

the  first  judgment  may  give  special  directions,  518. 

the  first  judgment  is  not  final,  519. 

writ,  form  and  retm-n  of,  520. 

commission,  contents  of,  521. 

final  judgment,  527. 

final  judgment  not  collaterally  assailable,  528. 

final  judgment  has  effect  as  in  actions  real,  529. 

final  judgment  bound  possession  only,  529 . 

final  judgment  now  binds  title  where  it  is  in  issue,  531. 

final  judgment,  effect  on  after-acquired  title,  532. 

failure  of  title  after  partition,  533. 

correcting  and  vacating  in  equity,  534. 

See  VoLUXTAET  Pabtition,   Pkopeety  Liable  to  Partition,   Peksons 

ENTITLED   TO    PARTITION,    PLEADINGS   IN    PARTITION,  PARTIES    DEFEN- 
DANT IN  Partition,  Sale  in  Partition,  Warranty. 

PAETNEESHIP, 

not  embraced  in  the  plan  of  this  work,  3. 

difference  from  cotenancy,  111. 

how  created,  111. 

real  estate  of,  is  held  in  cotenancy  at  law,  112. 

real  estate  of,  how  treated  iu  equity,  113. 

real  estate  of,  effect  of  mere  purchase  by  partners,  114. 

real  estate  of,  effect  of  payment  for,  out  of  firm  assests,  115. 

real  estate  brought  into  the  partnership,  116. 

real  estate  of,  when  treated  as  personalty,  117. 

real  estate  of,  to  what  extent  treated  as  personalty,  118. 

real  estate  of,  how  conveyed,  112,  119. 

real  estate  of,  purchase  by  stranger  without  notice,  120. 

real  estate  of,  partition  of,  443. 
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PAET  OWNERS  OF  SHIPS, 

are  tenants  in  common  of  the  ship,  51  379,  386. 

are  partners  of  the  earnings,  379,  386. 

differ  from  other  tenants  in  common,  381,  382. 

relations,  383. 

agency,  383,  384. 

lien,  386. 

rights,  remedies,  and  liabilities,  hite^-  sese,  385. 

joinder  in  actions,  387. 

liable  in  solido,  388. 

disagreeing,  in  reference  to  ship's  emplojTnent,  389. 

whether  sale  can  be  compelled,  391,  392. 
PARTY  WAIiLS, 

presumed  to  be  held  in  cotenancy,  98. 

title  to,  follows  that  of  land  beneath,  98. 

creation  of,  98. 

rights  of  owners  of,  255. 

continuance  of,  256. 

rebuilding,  256. 

liability  for  injuries  occasioned  in  repairing,  267. 
PATENT  EIGHT, 

rights  of  part  owners  of,  89. 
PATENT  FOR  LANDS, 

simtdtaneous  patents  for  same  laud,  103. 

where  one  patentee  is  dead,  109. 
PAYMENT, 

when  may  be  made  to  one  cotenant  for  all,  177,  178. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

survivorship  abolished,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entireties  in,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n . 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition  in,  428  >i. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n.     . 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY, 

joint-tenancy  in,  16. 

tenancy  by  entireties  in,  68. 

real  estate  of  partnership  treated  as,  117,  133. 

change  of  possession,  when  necessary  to  vahd  sale,  219. 

right  of  each  cotenant  to  be  in  possession  of,  245. 

one  cotenant  cannot  recover  from  another  by  law,  245. 

right  to  sever  and  partition,  252. 

actions  between  coteuants  for  possession  of,  287-289. 

actions  between  cotenants  for  trespass  on,  297,  304. 

actions  between  cotenants  for  conversion  of,  306-319. 

partition  of,  in  chancery,  426. 

partition  of,  none  at  law,  426. 

partition  of,  while  adversely  held.  448. 
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PEBSONS  ENTITLED  TO  PAETITION, 

only  owners  of  estates  in  possession,  ^  44f5. 

disseized  cotenants  are  not,  447. 

disseized  cotenants  of  personal  proijerty,  448. 

disseized  cotenants  when  chancery  will  grant  partiiion  for,  449. 

states  where  adverse  possession  is  no  bar  to  partition,  450. 

transfer  of  right  to  partition,  451. 

mortgagors  and  mortgagees,  452. 

holder  of  equitable  title,  453. 

administiator  and  heir,  454. 

tenants  for  Kfo  or  for  years,  455. 

tenants  by  curtesy  or  in  dower,  456. 

infants,  457. 

married  women,  458. 

joinder  and  misjoinder  of  applicants.  459, 

must  be  entitled  when  petition  is  tiled,  460. 

cotenant  by  disseizin  or  tax  title,  461. 

PERSONS  NOT  IN  ESSE, 

bound  by  partition,  482. 

PISCARY  UNCERTAIN,  ' 

is  not  subject  to  partition,  434. 

PLEA  IN  ABATEMENT, 

not  allowed  in  jjartition,  422,  496. 

PLEADINGS  IN  PARTITION, 

the  declaration  at  common  law,  484. 

the  allegation  of  holding  together,  485. 

the  deraignment  of  title,  486. 

the  description  of  the  premises.  487. 

the  description  of  the  moieties  of  the  respective  parties,  488. 

variance  between  thfi  interest  stated  and  that  proved,  489. 

allegation  of  a  demand  for  partition,  490. 

allegation  of  necessity  for  a  sale.  191. 

form  of  complaint,  191  n. 

the  replication,  492. 

the  defendant's  2>leadings,  495,  496. 

the  defendant's  demurrer,  495. 

the  defendant's  objection  for  uncertainty  in  description,  495. 

pleas  in  abatement,  49(i. 

the  general  issue,  497. 

the  general  issue,  form  of,  497  n. 

statement  of  defendant's  title  and  equities,  499. 

cross-Vjill,  504.  * 

PLEDGE  OF  PKOlMCiirY, 

made  Vjy  one  cotenant,  184, 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE, 

how  affected  by  conveyance  by  one  cot«nant,  218. 
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POSSESSION, 

equal  rights  of  cotenants  to,  ^i  87. 

is  notice  of  partnership,  character  of  real  estate,  120. 

by  one  cotenant  presumed  to  be  for  all,  166,  167,  222. 

change  of,  not  necessary  to  sale,  167,  219. 

conveyance  by  cotenant  out  of,  192. 

how  taken  by  officer  levying  execution,  214,  215. 

taken  under  deed  for  the  whole,  224. 

refusal  to  let  cotenant  in,  is  an  ouster,  236. 

demand  for,  how  made,  237. 

adverse,  as  evidence  of  ouster,  242. 

hostile  character  of,  how  lost,  243. 

of  personal  property,  no  action  against  cotenant  to  recover,  245. 

of  pledgee  or  bailee  of  the  cotenants,  246. 

of  deed  or  lease,  who  entitled  to,  247,  248. 

acquired  by  lease  must  be  surrendered,  250. 

does  not  include  i-ight  to  destroy,  251. 

actions  between  cotenants  for,  personalty,  287,  289. 

right  to,  necessary  in  partition,  446,  447. 

of  personal  property  not  necessary  to  partition,  448. 

POSSESSORY  INTEREST, 

may  be  held  as  a  homestead,  55. 

PO"V\TEES, 

coupled  with  an  interest,  defined,  44. 
coupled  mth  an  interest,  survive,  44. 
what  authorize  making  of  partition,  416. 

PRESUMPTIONS, 

in  favor  of  joint-tenancy,  18. 

against  joint-tenancy  where  property  is  acquired  in  trade,  19,  20. 

against  joint-tenancy  from  inequality  in  purchase  money,  20. 

in  favor  of  joint-tenancy,  how  rebutted,  21,  22. 

in  regard  to  joint-tenancy,  statutes  changing,  35.' 

of  relative  interests  of  cotenants,  105. 

from  deed  to  two,  106. 

from  purchase  of  realty  with  partnership  funds,  115. 

from  appropriating  realty  to  partnership  uses,  116. 

of  community  property,  143. 

from  deed  to  a  wife,  144. 

that  the  entry  of  one  cotenant  is  for  all,  166,  222. 

that  the  possession  of  one  cotenant  is  for  all,  166,  167. 

that  the  relations  of  cotenants  are  amicable,  166. 

against  ouster,  222. 

from  adverse  entry,  223. 

from  entry  under  deed  in  severalty',  224. 

from  entry  under  decree  of  partition,  226. 

what  warrants  presumption  of  ouster,  242. 

what  wan-ants  presumption  of  partition,  408. 

PROCEEDS  OF  SALE, 

in  partition,  how  distributed,  549. 
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PROCESS, 

service  of,  iu  partition,  i  493. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE, 

may  be  assigned  in  moieties,  93. 
PROPERTY, 

is  general  or  special,  1. 
all  kinds  may  be  held  iu  joint-tenancy,  16. 
what  held  in  joint-tenancy  under  American  statutes,  41. 
what  may  be  held  by  entireties,  67,  68. 
what  may  be  held  by  coparcenary,  80. 
what  may  be  held  by  tenancy  iu  common,  88. 
what  is  embraced  in  community  assets,  126. 
PROPERTY  SUBJECT  TO  COMPULSORY  PARTITION, 
general  division  of,  430. 
must  be  held  in  cotenancy,  431. 
dower  interests,  432. 
difficulty  of  partition,  433. 
mills,  mining  and  water  rights,  433,  435. 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  434. 
advowsins,  tithes,  estovers,  corodies,  commons,  434. 
standing  trees,  436. 
of  several  tracts  in  one  suit,  437. 
no  partition  against  public  policy,  438. 
no  partition  against  paramoiant  rights,  438. 
no  partition,  castle  for  defense,  438. 
no  partition,  cemetery,  438. 
estates  liable  to  partition,  439. 
estates  at  will,  439. 
copyholds,  439. 

estates  in  adverse  possession,  439. 
estates  in  reversion  or  remainder,  440,  441. 
agreements  not  to  partition,  442. 
custom  not  to  partition,  442. 
partnership  property,  443. 
tenancy  by  entireties,  444. 
community  property,  445. 
PROPRIETARIES, 

held  by  tenancy  iu  common,  99. 
managed  like  corporations,  99. 
partition  of,  99,  405. 
one  member  cannot  release  for  all,  179. 

PURCHASE, 

of  realty  without  notice  of  its  partnership  character,  120. 

of  realty  held  in  name  of  wife,  145. 

of  adverse  title  by  a  cotenant,  154-156. 

of  adverse  title  by  husband  of  a  cotenant,  160. 

by  a  cotenant  at  voluntary  sale,  165. 

by  a  cotenant  at  execution  sale,  165. 

from  a  cotenant,  when  makes  previous  possession  amicable,  234. 
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PURCHASE  MONEY, 

inequality  in  paying,  creates  presumption  that  the  parties  are  not  joint- 
tenants,  ^  20. 

QUIETING  TITLE, 

by  action  between  cotenants,  326. 

RATIFICATION, 

by  one  cotenant  of  act  of  another,  188. 
of  invalid  partition,  535. 

REAL  ACTION, 

res  judicata  of,  529. 
partition  is,  529. 

REAL  ESTATE. 

rights  of  each  cotenant  to  possession  of,  248.  , 

right  of  each  cotenant  to  take  possession  of,  250. 
destructive  use  of,  "251. 
redemption  by  one  cotenant,  176. 

REAL  ESTATE  OF  A  PARTNERSHIP, 

the  legal  title  is  held  in  cotenancy,  112, 
treated  in  equity  as  personalty,  113.  117. 
conversion  into  personalty.  114. 
presumption  from  purchase  with  tinii  assets,  115. 
presumption  from  appropriating  to  tirm  lase,  J 16. 
to  what  extent  treated  as  personalty,  118. 
conveyance  of,  112,  119. 
conveyance  to  person  having  no  notice,  120. 
RECEIVER, 

when  appointed  for  cotenants,  327. 
when  appointed  in  j^artition,  513. 

REDEMPTION  OF  LANDS, 

by  one  cotenant  for  another,  176. 

by  one  cotenant  under  disability,  176. 

claim  for  contribution  for,  176. 

cannot  be  made  in  moieties,  176,  371. 
REDUNDANT  COTENANCY, 

defined,  8. 
RE-ENTRY, 

mere  right  to,  does  not  .entitle  cotenant  to  partition,  533. 
REFUSAL  BY  ONE  COTENANT, 

when  affects  the  others,  173. 

RELATIONS  OF  COTENANTS, 
genei'al  statement  of,  150. 
are  those  of  mutual  trust,  151. 
commencement  and  duration  of,  161,  162. 
prevent  either  from  assailing  common  ti  tie,  152. 
do  not  prevent  operation  of  stutntp  of  lin)itations,  153. 
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RELATIONS  OF  COTENANTS  (continued), 
purchase  of  adverse  title,  ^  154,  156. 

difference  between  joint-tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  155. 
renewal  of  lease,  157. 
buying  tax  title,  158. 

purcliase  from  giant ec  of  a  tax  title,  159. 
husband  of  cotenant,  160. 
whether  depends  ou  valid  title,  IGo. 

does  not  prevent  their  contracting  with  one  another,  164. 
does  not  jirevent  Iheir  leasing  from  one  another,  164. 
does  not  prevent  their  buying  at  execution  sale,  165. 
presiimed  to  be  amicable,  100. 
seizin  of  one,  when  the  seizin  of  all,  167. 
one  not  bound  by  estoppel  against  another,  168. 
one  may  be  witness  for  or  against  another,  168. 
one  not  boiind  by  judgment  against  another,  168. 
one  not  bound  by  admissions  of  another,  169. 
one  not  bound  bj-  covenants  of  another,  196. 
one  not  bound  by  representations  of  another,  170. 
one  not  bound  by  notice  to  another,  171. 
one  not  bound  by  act  of  another,  17"2. 
one  when  bound  by  relusal  of  another,  173. 
one  when  bound  by  beneficial  acts  of  another,  174,  175. 
redemption  by  one  for  all,  170. 
payment  to  one,  177,  178. 
accord  and  satisfaction  mth  one,  178. 
release  of  one,  179. 
notice  to  quit  given  by  one  only,  18U. 
notice  to  quit  given  to  one  only,  181. 
are  not  agents  for  one  another,  182,  183. 
pledge  made  by  one  only,  184. 
easement  made  by  one  only,  185. 
of  part  owners  of  shij)s,  383. 

ItELEASE, 

by  one  cotenant  for  all,  179. 

how  pleaded.  179. 

of  purchas(;r  at  pai'tltion  sale,  547. 

lll'XEASE,  DEED  OF, 

tenants  in  common  cannot  convey  by,  189. 

is  proper.froiii  joint-tenant  to  joint-tenant,  190. 

is)  ri>]i(  r,  friini  <  oparcener  tocoparcener,  191. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETY, 

members  of,  are  tenants  in  (lommou,  114. 

REMOVAL  OF  PERSONALTY, 
whether  a  conversion,  317. 

RENEWAL  OF  INCUMBRANCE. 

ou  a  homestead,  58. 
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BENTS, 

of  separate  property,  $  141. 

exclusive  receipt  as  evidence  of  an  ouster,  238,  242. 

accounting  for,  between  cotenants,  273. 

liability  of  cotenants  to  account  for,  274-276. 

assumpsit  for,  280-286. 

apportionment  of,  where  there  are  several  cotenants,  346. 

REPAIRS, 

liability  of  cotenant  for,  261. 

remedy  at  common  law,  261. 
REPLEVIN, 

between  cotenants,  289. 

joinder  of  cotenants  against  third  persons,  337,  338. 

non-joinder  of  cotenants,  how  available,  355. 
REPRESENTATIONS, 

made  by  one  cotenant  do  not  bind  another,  170. 
RESTRAINTS  ON  COTENANTS, 

in  assailing  common  title,  152. 

in  renewing  lease,  153. 

in  buying  tax  title,  158. 

none  against  contracting  inter  sese,  164. 

none  against  buying  interest  of  the  other  at  execution  sale,  165. 

commencement  and  duration  of,  161,  162. 

whether  dependent  on  valid  title,  163. 

See  Relations  of  Cotenants. 
RETROACTIVE  STATUTES, 

in  reference  to  joint-tenancy,  36. 

RETURN, 

to  writ  of  partition,  519. 
to  commission  in  partition,  522. 
vacating,  524,  525. 
REVERSION  AND  REMAINDER, 

partition  of  estates  in,  440,  441. 

REVOCATION, 

of  devise  to  cotenants,  109. 

RHODE  ISLAND, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
RIGHTS  OF  COTENANTS  INTER  SESE, 

to  possession  of  their  personalty,  245. 

to  pledge  their  personalty,  246. 

to  possession  of  their  deed  or  lease,  247. 

to  possession  of  their  real  estate,  248,  249. 

to  take  possession  of  their  jjroperty,  250. 

to  enjoy,  biit  not  to  destroy,  251. 

to  sever  personal  property,  252. 
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RIGHTS  OF  COTENANTS  INTER  SESE  (contimted), 
of  lessee  or  licensee  of  cotenant,  §  253. 
of  tenant  in  common  of  a  crop,  254. 
of  owners  of  party  wall,  255,  256. 
of  owners  of  ship,  385. 

SALE, 

agreement  for,  severs  joint-tenancy,  30. 

by  one  cotenant  assuming  to  act  for  all,  183,  311. 

change  of  possession  not  necessary  between  cotenants,  167,  219. 

SALE  IN  PARTITION, 

allegation  for,  in  the  complaint,  491. 

when  invalid,  for  non-compliance  with  statute,  466 

where  there  are  infants,  467. 

where  there  are  married  women  claiming  dower,  474. 

effect  on  lienholders,  479. 

courts  formerly  had  no  power  to  decree  a  sale,  536. 

present  English  law  of,  536. 

present  American  law  of,  537. 

grounds  for,  537.         . .    . 

parties  miist  be  entitled  to  partition,  538. 

when  a  matter  of  right,  539. 

laws  authorizing,  are  constitutional,  541. 

appraisement,  541. 

when  preferred,  542. 

necessity  of,  by  whom  determined,  543. 

not  ordered  until  after  the  interlocutory  judgment,  543. 

may  sell  part  and  divide  part,  543. 

may  sell  in  parcels,  543. 

vacating  sale,  545. 

purchase  by  commissioner,  546. 

release  of  purchaser,  547. 

conveyance  to  purchaser,  548. 

the  purchaser's  title,  548. 

distributing  the  proceeds,  549. 

SEIZIN, 

of  one  cotenant,  when  the  seizin  of  all,  167. 
necessary  to  applicant  for  partition,  446,  447. 

SEPARATE  PROPERTY, 

gift  to  husband  and  wife  may  be  shown  to  be,  136.  i 

lands  purchased  with  wife's  funds,  137. 

improvements  on,  138. 

crops  on,  130. 

increase  of,  140. 

rents  and  profits  of,  141. 

onus  of  establishing,  143. 

presumption  against,  143. 

presumption  from  deed  to  wife,  144. 

presumption  when  may  be  overthrown,  145. 

C.  &  p.— 45 
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SEVERABLE  CHATTELS, 

defined,  $  252. 

levy  on,  under  execution,  252, 

joinder,  in  suit  for,  338. 

SEVEEALTY, 

claimant  in,  whether  bound  by  judgment  against  unknown  owners,  483. 

SEVERALTY,  CONVEYANCE  IN, 

possession  lender,  is  adverse,  192. 

gives  no  right  to  exclusive  possession,  205. 

rights  of  grantee  in,  205. 

effect  when  gi-antor  acquires  the  whole  title,  207, 

grantees  under  different  deeds,  212. 

presmnption  from  entry  under,  224,  225. 

not  an  ouster,  unless  possession  is  taken,  226. 

SEVERANCE  OF  JOINT-TENANCY, 

generally,  29. 

by  act  of  tenant,  30. 

by  agreement,  31. 

by  course  of  dealing,  32. 

by  execution,  33. 

by  part  only  of  the  joint-tenants,  34. 

SHIPS, 

part  owners,  are  tenants  in  common  of,  379. 

shares  into  which  divided,  380. 

difference  between  part  owners  and  tenants  in  common,  381. 

cause  of  this  difference,  382. 

relations  of  part  owners,  383. 

agency  and  powers  of  part  owners,  383,  384. 

rights,  remedies,  and  liabilities  of  part  owners,  385. 

lien  of  part  owners,  386. 

emploj'ment  of,  389. 

security  for  return  of,  390,  391. 

compulsory  sale  of,  391,  392. 

SIMULTANEOUS  CONVEYANCES, 
of  same  property,  103. 

SIMULTANEOUS  LEVIES, 
under  executions,  103. 

SIMULTANEOUS  MORTGAGES, 
on  same  property,  103. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA, 

survivorship  abolished,  35  n. 
courts  having  jurisdiction  of  partition,  428  n. 
who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

SPAIN, 

law  of  community  property,  126. 
law  of  voluntary  partition,  404. 
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SPECIFIC  PEKFOKMANCE, 

of  agreement  to  partition,  $  402. 
STATUTES. 

abolishing  and  limiting  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

■when  retroactive,  3G. 

creating  of  joint-tenancy  under,  37. 

property  not  affected  by,  41. 

do  not  apply  to  trust  estates,  43. 

affecting  husband's  rights  as  tenant  by  entietires,  75. 

in  England,  in  regard  to  ouster,  244. 

of  Anne,  giving  action  of  account,  270. 

regarding  actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

regarding  actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

of  Henry  YIII.,  in  reference  to  partition,  421  »i. 

of  Wm.  III.,  in  reference  to  jDartition,  421. 

regarding  jurisdiction  of  court  in  partition,  428  n. 

regarding  -what  may  be  partitioned,  451  n. 

regarding  who  may  compel  partition,  461  n. 

regarding  parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

regarding  sale  in  partition  in  England,  536. 
STATUTES  OF  FRAUD, 

when  not  applicable  to  sale  from  one  cotenant  to  another,  167. 

effect  on  parol  partitions,  397,  398. 
SUEVrV^OKSHIP, 

between  joint-tenants,  12. 

between  persons  not  joint-tenants,  12. 

none  between  coparceners,  81. 

in  equity,  13, 

defense  of  doctrine  of,  13. 

is  paramount  to  dower  and  cm-tesy,  14. 

is  paramount  to  devise,  14. 

between  grantees,  devisees,  legatees,  28. 

aboUshed  in  certain  States,  35. 

among  trustees,  43. 

among  executors,  44. 

of  power  coupled  with  an  interest,  44. 

in  homesteads,  48,  62. 

of  cause  of  action  on  death  of  cotenant,  362. 

of  cause  of  action  on  death  of  all  cotenants,  363. 

of  cause  of  action  on  death,  pendente  lite,  364. 

of  cause  of  action,  rule  not  changed  by  statute,  365. 

none  between  part  owners  of  ships,  379. 

TAX  TITLE, 

purchase  of,  by  a  cotenant,  158. 
docs  not  affect  those  who  have  paid,  158. 
purchase  from  grantee  of,  159. 
TENANCIES, 

classitied,  7,  8, 


708  INDEX. 

TENANCY  BY  ENTIKETIES, 

homestead  resembles,  §  49, 

definition,  63. 

creation,  63,  69. 

difference  between,  and  joint-tenancy,  64. 

prevails  generally  in  the  United  States,  65. 

but  not  iti  Ohio,  Connecticut,  nor  Iowa,  66. 

embraces  every  kind  of  realty,  67. 

embraces  every  kind  of  jDersonalty,  68. 

husband  and  wife  hold  as  one  person,  70-72. 

husband's  powers,  73. 

husband's  powers,  statutes  affecting,  75. 

sale  under  execution,  74. 

divorce,  76, 

notice  to  one  spouse  does  not  affect  the  other,  171. 

partition,  444. 

TENAI^CY  IN  COMMON, 

words  creating,  23. 

executory  settlements,  23. 

husband  and  wife  holding  in,  71,  72. 

defined  and  described,  86. 

entitles  each  cotenant  to  possession,  87. 

embraces  all  kinds  of  property,  88. 

of  water,  88. 

of  franchises,  88 

of  trade  mark,  88. 

of  patent  rights,  89. 

who  may  hold  in,  90. 

legislative  grantees  hold  by,  91. 

how  created,  92. 

creation  by  transfer  of  a  part,  93. 

creation  by  contract  for  shares,  94. 

creation  by  confusion  of  goods,  95. 

creation  by  garant  of  part  not  located,  96, 

creation  by  grant  cf  part  to  be  located,  96. 

creation  by  trees  growing  across  the  line,  97. 

creation  by  party  walls,  98. 

creation  by  proprietaries,  99. 

creation  by  cropping  on  the  shares,  100,  101. 

creation  by  simultaneous  mortgages,  102. 

creation  by  simvdtaneous  conveyances,  103. 

creation  by  simultaneous  devises,  patents,  or  levies  under  execution,  103. 

creation  by  equality  of  title,  103. 

creation  by  voluntary  associations,  104. 

dower  in  lands  held  by,  107. 
TENANT  BY  CURTESY, 

entitled  to  partition,  456. 
TENANT  IN  DOWER, 

not  entitled  to  partition,  456. 
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TENANT  FOR  LIFE, 

entitled  to  partition,  $  455. 
TENANT  FOE  YEAKS, 

entitled  to  partition,  455. 
homestead,  rights  of,  55. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON, 

deed  by  one,  to  a  person  in  possession,  106. 

widow  entitled  to  dower  is  not  a,  108. 

deed  to  several,  when  one  is  dead,  109. 

gift  to  a  class,  110. 

convej-ances  between,  189. 

joinder  iti  actions  at  law  against  third  persons,  331. 

joinder  iii  actions  in  equity  against  third  persons,  369. 

part  owners  of  ships  are,  379. 

voluntary  partition  between,  396. 

TENNESSEE, 

joint-tenancy  abolished,  35. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

TEXAS, 

survivorship  abolished,  35. 

community,  law  of,  131. 

com-ts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

TENURES, 

English,  5. 
American,  6. 

TIMBER, 

cutting,  as  evidence  of  ouster,  239. 
cutting,  when  a  destructive  use,  251. 
partition  of,  436. 

TITHES, 

partition  of,  434. 

TITLE, 

source  of,  in  England,  5. 

source  of,  in  America,  6. 

equality  of,  makes  the  holders  cotenauts,  103. 

when  one  cotenant  may  assail,  152. 

purchase  of  adverse,  151,  263. 

purchase  of  adverse,  when  may  be  asserted,  156. 

purchase  of  adverse,  by  husband  of  a  cotenant,  160. 

after-acquired,  subject  to  homestead,  56,  57. 

tax  title  purchased  by  one  cotenant,  159. 

statement  of,  in  partition,  485. 

commissioners  cannot  determine,  521. 
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TITLE  (continued), 

not  bound  by  common  law  partition,  §  529. 
bound  by  partition  under  statutes,  531. 
after-acquii-ed,  how  affected  by  prior  partition,  532. 
warranty  in  voluntary  partition,  409,  -410. 
wan-anty  in  compulsory  partition,  533. 

TRADE, 

teniu-e  of  property  acquired  in,  19,  20,  32. 

TRADE  MARK, 

cotenancy  in,  88. 

TREES  ON  BOUNDARY  LINE, 

cotenancy  in,  97. 

TRESPASS, 

between  cotenants,  298. 

between  cotenants,  for  destruction,  299. 

between  cotenants,  for  ouster,  300. 

between  cotenants,  for  what  ouster  sustainable,  301,  302. 

between  cotenants,  for  mesne  profits,  303. 

against  lessee  of  cotenant,  304:. 

against  strangers  to  the  cotenancy,  347. 

against  strangers  to  the  cotenancy,  nonjoinder  in,  353. 

TRESPASS  TO  TRY  TITLES, 
between  cotenants,  296. 
by  cotenants  against  third  persons,  348. 

TROVER, 

by  cotenant  for  selling  under  execution,  310. 
'by  cotenant  against  third  persons,  349. 

by  cotenant  against  thii-d  persons,  when  nonjoinder  is  not  pleaded,  353, 
against  vendee  of  a  cotenant,  311. 

TROVER  BETWEEN  COTENANTS, 
generally,  306. 
when  sustainable,  307. 
for  selling  chattels,  308-311. 
for  destruction  of  property,  312. 
for  destruction  of  rights,  313. 
for  destruction  by  emancipation,  314. 
for  allowing  property  to  be  lost,  315. 
for  changing  form  of  chattels,  316. 
for  removal  of  chattels,  317. 
for  refusing  to  put  chattel  to  proper  use,  318. 
for  refusing  to  divide  chattels,  319. 

TRUSTEES, 

still  hold  as  joint-tenants,  43,  44. 

those  who  accept  take  the  whole  estate,  45. 

TRUSTORS, 

parol  partition  between,  399. 
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UNITED  STATES. 

joinUtenancy  in.  §  35-46. 
tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 
coparcenary,  85. 

UNITIES, 

of  joint-tenancy,  11. 

of  tenancy  by  entireties,  Gi,  74. 

of  husband  and  wife,  70-73. 

of  coparcenary,  81. 

of  different  cotenancies  compared,  86. 

UNKNOWN  OWNERS, 

applicant  in  partition,  may  proceed  against,  483. 
are  bound  by  the  partition,  483. 
claimants  in  severalty,  483. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION, 

UabiUty  of  cotenants  for,  258,  269,  274-276. 

VACATING, 

the  report  of  the  commissioners  in  partition,  525,  526. 
the  sale  in  partition,  545,  547. 
partition  for  mistake,  fraud,  etc.,  534. 

VAEIANCE, 

bet-ween  complaint  and  proofs  in  partition,  488. 

VEEMONT, 

presumption  against  joint-tenancy,  35  n. 

tenancy  by  entireties  in,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jmisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

VIRGINIA, 

survivorship  aboUshed,  35. 

tenancy  by  entireties,  65. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n, 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

VOLUNTAKY  PARTITION, 
defined,  394. 

methods  of  making  allotments,  394. 
by  arbitration,  395. 
how  perfected,  396. 
parol  evidence  to  prove,  397. 
by  parol,  effect  of  statute  of  frauds,  397. 
by  parol,  followed  by  posKCHsion,  398. 
by  parol  of  trust  estate,  399. 
by  parol,  effect  on  legal  title,  400. 
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VOLUNTARY  PARTITION  (continued), 

by  parol,  American  text-writers  opposed  to,  ^  401. 

by  jjarol,  compelling  performance  of,  402. 

by  grantee  of  jjarcel  to  be  located,  403. 

by  parol,  under  Mexican  law,  404. 

by  parol,  between  owners  of  a  proprietary,  405. 

conveyances  to  perfect,  406. 

by  conveyances  to  strangers  in  severalty,  407. 

presumption  of,  408. 

no  warranty  implied,  409. 

States  where  warranty  is  implied,  410. 

effect  of  wdfe  of  cotenant,  411. 

effect  of  cotenant  who  in  feme  covert,  412. 

between  husband  and  wife,  413. 

between  infants,  414. 

effect  on  interest  in  reversion,  415. 

powers  authorizing,  416. 

agreements  for,  417. 

void  in  part  void  in  whole,  418. 

WARRANTY, 

in  voluntary  partition,  409,  410. 

in  compulsory  partition,  533. 
WASTE, 

action  for,  between  cotenants,  305. 

action  for  by  cotenants,  350. 
WATER  RIGHTS, 

may  be  held  in  cotenancy,  88.   . 

rights  of  cotenants  of,  251. 

partition  of,  433. 
WEST  VIRGINIA, 

survivorshij}  aboHshed,  35  >i. 

actons  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

courts  having  jurisdiction  in  partition,  428  n. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 
WIDOW, 

as  party  defendant  in  23artition,  472. 

as  party  defendant  where  sale  is  sought,  476. 

WIFE, 

interest  in  homestead,  48-53. 

interest  in  property  at  civil  law,  122. 

interest  in  property  at  common  law,  121. 

when  authorized  to  convey  community  assets,  148. 

not  bound  by  notice  to  her  husband,  171. 

of  tenant  in  common  as  party  to  partition,  472. 

claiming  homestead  as  party  to  partition,  473. 

of  cotenant,  how  affected  by  sale  in  partition,  474. 

See  Community  Peopeety,  Homestead,  Sepaeate  Peopeety,  Tknanct 

BY  E>fnRETIES. 
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WILL. 

of  husband,  cannot  affect  wife's  share  of  the  community  assets,  $  149. 

WISCONSIN, 

tenancy  by  entireties,  G5. 

actions  between  cotenants,  320  n. 

actions  by  cotenants,  372  ?i. 

who  may  compel  partition,  and  of  what,  461  n. 

parties  defendant  in  partition,  483  n. 

WORDS, 

creating  joint-tenancy,  25. 

creating  tenancy  in  common,  23,  24. 

creating  tenancy  by  entireties,  69. 

WORDS  OF  INHERITANCE, 

not  required  in  deed  between  joint-tenants,  190. 

not  required  in  deed  between  coparceners,  191. 

required  in  deed  between  tenants  in  common,  189. 

required  in  deed  from  all  cotenants  to  third  persons,  189-191. 

WRIT  OF  PARTITION. 

history  of,  421. 

granted  at  first  to  coparceners  only,  421. 
statutes  extendtng,  421. 
abolished  in  England,  421. 
outline  of  proceedings  by,  422. 
«•     issuing  and  form  of,  520. 
return,  520. 
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